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Even-though the curriculum of teactier training programs has not

changed, professors' f education may be cognizant of the changing demands

upon teachers and are able to include parent involvement training with

,' _

the context of existing courtes. In order to assess the ex?ent which
. .

parent involvement skills have been.addressed formally by anges in the

teache training curriculum, but als to measure the tent to which
Jtprofessors address these Wills in xisting cour. s, this project conducted

a survey of teacher educators at each Of teachers training institutions

;"
in this 6-stateftregion.

1 This mail survey was directed toprofessori wholkare involved in\the

preparation of elementary school teachers in this region. The survey

questionnaire asks then (14 about their attitudes about parent involveirent

in the schools.(2) about the proper roles for parents in the schoois, (3)

about skills teachers should have in working with parents, and (4) about

.waygl4in which teachers should acquire these skills. It also asks than to

indicate the extent to which these issues were addressed in the courses

they taught. The survey was designed to assess parent involvement training

lin elementary education training programs, an to provide information which

might be used in revising the curriculum for prospective teachert.

kr

This is the first of a series of surveys designed to gather

recommendations for changing the teacher preparation curriculum to include

parent involvement training (PIT). Each of these,surveys focuses on one of

the stakeholder groups which has specific knowledge about aspects of the

changes in the curriculum: (a) the professors whi0Would implement the

changes, training. teachers to work with parents, (b) teachers in the

schools wtio increasingly work with parents, (c) principals in the schools

who have the responsibility for working with both their own staff of

2
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AREA FOCUS ONE: PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND

PRESERVICE TEACHER EDUCATION

Objective (FY 80): To determine'.the extent to which parent involvement
training is incided in the,preservice training of.,. .

(
elementary And p eschool.teachers.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last decade there has been increased emphasis upon involving

parents in the education of their children. Federal legislation has man-
.

dated parent involvement in Title I programs as well assrequiring schools

to involve parents in the educational planning for children in special

education. Legislatioh i.nseveral stases now provides parent involvement in

the schools, by 'creating Parent Advisory Committees for every school in the

state. At the local *level, there is AAn upward spiraling trend of schools

beginning to require formal parent/teacher conferences to discuss the

progress of each child enrolled. Parents are Also taking on a more active

role in the education of ,their children, and their contact with school

personnel is rapidly inoreasing.

From the teachers' perspective, this increased contact with)ittrents

has added to the demands traditionally associated with the teacher role.

Teachers are now expected to develop skills in working with parents and
4..

.leadership in working with advisory groups, in addition to the skills which

pertain to classroom instruction. .Although additional teacher competencies

arelneedeg rue to the increase of parent involvement, the professional

training programs for teachers have generally remained unchanged. The

training for teachers has continued to stress classroom teaching skills and

has not yet addressed the new skills which teachers may need to work with

parents in the schools.I

O



teachers and with the parents of school children, and (d) parents who are

learning new ways to become involved in their children's schools. Each of
4

these groups has its own ideaS about the goals of parent involvement and

about the best ways of meeting those goal's. The purpose of this series of

surveys is to gather this-information from each stakeholder group and then

identify areas of consensus and areas of conflict by comparing the

responses of each. This comparison of responses will be used-to develop

specific guidelines for deciding the type of parent involvement_training

which would best meet the needs,of all groups involved.'

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A. ,Introduction

In the mid-1960's social research provided new evidence concerning the

relative impact of the family and other-tnstitutioni on child development.

These studies suggested that family circumstances and the influence of4the

family were strong enough-to outweigh,the influence of the `schools (Bloom,

1964; Coleman, 1966; Jencks, 1972). As a result oflhis evidence/new

federal programs designeeto enhance equal educational opportunity included

a mandate to involve parents/in the schools (Head Start; ESEA Title I;

Bilingual Education). This rf;ove toward parent involvement has "been 'augmented

by the activities'Of various advocacy groups seeking greater parent involve-

meat in the education of their children, such as the Council for Exceptional.'

Children and the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities, and

The National Committee for Citizens in Education. The impact of social

research, the federal programs and the advocate groups began to break down

the barriers between home and school and to produce innovative ideas about

how these two institutions might improve their interaction.

3



ir In 1975 the Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children

Act (P.L. 94-142) which required all public schools to provide a free and

appropriate public education to handicapped chillren and to actively involve

parents in developing their individual educational plans. This legislation

has produced state and local policies outlining new procedures for assuring

parent involvement in the schools. Although this legislation focused pn

Ondicapped children, it has greatly affected teachers and administrators

by increasing the sheer quantity of their contact with parents. In addi-

tion,. parents of non-handicapped children have become more aware of their
$'

potential power to affect school policy and have demanded to have input

into the education of their children.

In an effort to insure Parent involvement on a state-wide basis, three

states have also passed-legislation requiring public schools to have school

advisory councils. California, Florida, and South Carolina have all passed

legislative mandates which descrike the duties of such councils

as well as requiring that parents be .giv'en a major role. The purpose of

this legislation is to increase citizen participation in education and to

help schools to improve educational services (Davies and Zerchykov, 1980).

B. The Goalmf Parent Involvement

Recent educational research suggests that parent involvement in the

'schools may help parehts by giving them a better understanding of school

problems (Filipczak, 1977; Hubbell, 1979)% more input into policy decisions

(Olnistead et al, 1979), and new skills in teaching their Children (Alden,

1979; Filipczak, 1977; Olmstead, 1979). Other articles suggest that parent

involvement may help teachers to raise achievement scores by using parents

as home tutors (Rich et al, 1979) and **enlisting their cooperation with

4
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behavior problems (Hobson, 1979), Still-other articles suggest that

admin* s rators can mse parent involvement to'improve homeisdhool relations

(Schmuck,-1974) to set disciplinary standards (Parker, 1979), to obtain

greater community support for school programt" (Hubbell., 1979; .Filipciak,

1977), and to gain assistance with the management of the school itself

(Parker, 1979). In summary, there are a number of different goals which

may be served by involving, parents, in their children'sechOols.

Barriers to Parent Involvement

In the last ten years a momentum has been building to encourage,

mandate and study parent involvement, yet this increased activity has not

,produced,widespread benefits for,parents or schools. A variety of explana-

tions.have been offered for the4limited success of parent involvement in

the school's:

Explanations Categories

limited.time available to parents or teachers I, If

lack of parental interest II -

teachers feel threatened II

parents not takepiseriously II

lack of acceptance-by teachers II

lack of administrative welcome in school
lackof communication skills (parents and teachers) III

parents feel inadequate II

teachers already overburdened
teachers see parents as unqualified II, III

(Sowers, et al, 1980)

This list of explanations, compiled at a conference of parents, teachers and

administrators, suggests that the barrier? to parent involvement fall into

three categories. The first category (I) is that of policiet and procedures'

(federal, state and local) which provide the context for understanding

parent involvement in any$specific setting. The second category (II) is

that of emotional or attitudinal retistance by paints, teachers, and ad-

5 `f"



ministrators which shapes the character os compliance with policies and

t
procedures and which must be addressed before examining the problems in

the -this category. The third category (III) is that of specific skill

deficits on the port df parents, teachers, or administrators which prevent

effective parent involvement. This is the last category because it would

t

be futile to attempt to-teach these skills unless there was first'adminis-

tiltive support for parent involvement and also motivation to learn them.

These three categories of problems all contribute to the lack of success

A of parent involveMent.

D. Stakeholders Affected by Parent Involvement

In addition to the three types of gt9blems(facing parent involvement,

there are also tree stakeholder groups who are primarily affected by it:

parents, teachers, and administrators. .When families and schools are viewed

as a system of the two institutions having major responsibility for'sociali-

zation of children, it is clear that charges in the role of one group will

,necessarily affect the other (Leichter, 1979). Within this system, the

three stakeholder groups are jriferdependent. For example, if

parents were to share in teaching their children,, teachers might have more
) r

time for curriculum planning or other activities, if' teachers were to meet

with parents on advisory councils, administrators might have more time for

planning and management; and if administrators were to alter current demands

on teacher time, teachers might have more time to meet with, individual

c.

parents. .

The interdepegdent nature of the stakeholder groups suggests

that the problems which impede parent involvement in the schools are
,

systemic. In order to accurately assess a systemic problem it is necessary

to survey members of each stakeholder group to determine their particular

10
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1
view of the problem (Leichter, 1979). When information has been gathered.'

from each of the groupsua systemic set of recommendations may be developed

which outlines the specific changes necessary for the system and for each

individual group. Unless this systemic approach is used, each of the stake

holder groups will tend to see the other two groups as the real barriers

to more effective parent involvement.

5 E. Types of Parent Involvement Activities

I

Finally, there is a need to clearly define what is meant'by parent

involvement the schools (Filipczak, 1977). Parents may take it to man

participating in a bake sale or obtaining'c'ontrol of the curriculum.

Teachers may take it to mean parents working more with their children at

home or parents volunteering to help in the tlassrdom. Administrators may

think of parent involvement as schools teaching them parenting skills,

parents cooperating with
i
the school in disciplining their children, or

parents partiCipating on school advisory committees. In order to get an

accurate picture of the problems facing parent involvement, it is first '

necessary to separate these different definitions. of parent involvement in

the schools.

The most widely accepted definition of parent involvement was that

Of the late Ira Gordon. He defined Parent involvement as:

...a form of citizen participation wherein parents receive

and transmit information about their children, augment and
complement the process of formal education-at home andtbr'
at school,- contribute to decision making on school 'related
issues and activities, and generally seek to ensure their
children's well-beiNkas they experience formal education
(Gordon and Brievo1el; 1976).r

He,then separated the various parent ilivolvement activities according to'

three models: The Family 'Impact Model, The School limpact Model, and The

1
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Community Impact Model. The Family Impact Model includes those activities

for whichthe major goal is, to do something to or for thefemily 'in order

to telpthe child in School. Activtties under this model are based upon

the following assumptions:

that therfamily wants to help but doesn't knovehow

. that there are correct ways to raise children
that educators know what these correct ways are
that family behavior will change with knowledge

The assumptions of the Family Impact Model are completely consonant with

the assumptions which underlie the educational system as a whole. The

,

Schorr' Impact Model includes activities were the focus is upon changing

-the school. This model is based upon an entirely different set of assump-

tions, including the following: /

/ ',that schoorRersonnel want to help put aren't .sure bow

best to do it
A

that parents can/be of assistance in school decisions
that benefit to the children is the common goal of

parents and schooli
that parents,can learnskills necessary in running'

the schools A
111

The assumptions of thiS model begin to illustrate the conflict of interests

between the family and the school in parent involvement. The School Impact

Model threatens the power which teachers and administrators have tradition-

ally held. A third model, the Community Impact Model is emerging to cope

With the limitations of the( other two. In this model the f%cus is upon
t

integrating the two subsystems which have the most impact on child develop-

ment so that their efforts are complementary and integrated (Gordon, 1979).

A.

This model is based upon the work of, Brim (1975) and Bronfenbrennir (1976)

who suggest that bothinstttutions must be viewed within the larger context
0

of the communityas subsystems rather than as separate entities. The



A
assumptions of this model include the following: -' ,

that the family is the.primary influence on child/
.i

development . .

that the school is a major secondary influence

that the common isto provide training which will

enable child" o become productive citizens in the

9: community
that the success of thistraining depends upon.the congruence

. of values, goals of. the faMilyt the school and the larger

community in which they exist ,' ' 4
. .

The assumptions of the Commuhity,Impact Model point up the importance of

parent involvement in the schools, but 'they avoid placing major responsi-

bility for change on the family. This model takes into account that

families and schools are both affected by pressures of a ,changing society,

and focuses on the importance of developing new ways to interact with each
. .,4

Other.

This 4amework of parent involvement activities provides several .

insights about the field. Parents are likely to resist parent involvement

'programsithich focus on changing the family bec4use they disagree with

assumptions on which they are based. Teachers and administrators are more

'likely to resist programs which impact the school because of disagreement

with the assumptions of that. model. Parents and school personnel may resist

programs based upon the community model because of disagreement with the

assumptions. This model makes it clear that each Stakeholder group has its

own specific needs, which me or may not be compatible with the needs of

the other two. Partnt involvement activities can be expected to gather

support from each group to the extent these activities are seen as meeting

that group's needs. Since the support of each stakeholder group is necessary

for parent involvement tQ be successful, parent involvement activities must

take into consideration the viewpoint of all.three groups.

9
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E. The Focus of This Study
i

The purpose of this study is to look at parent involvement from the

viewpoint of teacher educators and to use this ipformation to develop

guidelines which might be used tonlodify the curriculum for training

elementary education teachers. Rutherford and Edgar (1979) have pointed
.

out that parent-teacher relations are frequently missing from the curricula

of teacher training programs. Conner and Sanders (1976) stress the impor-

tance of having teachers who are trained to assist parents ip becoming

involved with the schools, and Morrison (1978) predicts the need for such

teachers will continue to increate in the future. Safran (1979) agrees

with these authors, but goes a step further in stressing the importance"bf

providing this parent involvement training as part of the undergraduate

curriculum rather than depending upon inservice training. 7

This survey is designed to ask teacher educatorslout their attitudes

toward parent involvement and to ask them wheler they also.think it is
etm.

important enough-to be included in the already crowded teacher training

1

our ulum.^

HODOLOGY

. The Survey Instrument

4

The parent invqlvement training survey is a five-part instrument which

explores the attitudes, and practices of teacher educators regarding parent

involvement training (Appendix A). Part I is a 46=item section which asks

for their perceptions of (1) the current state of education, (2) appropriate

roles for parents in the schools, (3) the desirability of training teachers

in parent involvement; and (4) the barriers to implementing parent involve-

mento'r parent involvement training for teachers. Eath item is a statement

14
10
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and .the respondents were asked to indicpte the extent to which they agreed

or dieagrebd with it. 'Part II consists of seven additional'statements,

but these seven items,all pertain to actually providing parent involvement

.r
trainin or undergraduates in education. Again, the respondents were.

ked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or esagreed with each

statement. In Part III teacher educators were presented with 13 teaching

activities used to teach students about parent involvement and they were

aske&to.rate each of the 13 on a scale from one to five, with one indicating

that the method fs less important and five indicating the method is very

important. In Part IV, the respondents are asked to look at the same 13

teaching activities and to indicate which ones they have actually used in

their courses. In Part V, respondents were presented with 19 corimon

decision-making issues in the schools for which either parents, teachers,

or administrators might have responsibility. They were then asked to

indicate which of these three groups should have input into the decision,

and which should have final authority for making the decision. The last-

part of the survey instrument asked for seven categories of demographic

information:

Number of years teaching at the college level

Number of years taught in public or private schools

Primary focus of graduate training
Approximate enrollment of present institution where teaching

Extent to which parent-teacher relations are a part of your -

teaching
Sex
Ethnic background

B. The Sample

Using a national-directory of colleges and universities, a list was

compiled of all the foUr-year colleges offering undergraduate programs in

11 1 "-
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elementary education in this six-state region. Each college was asked
.

.

- to sub& a list of professors or ihstructors teaching elementary educa-
*

tiop courses at'that tn§titution. In all, 133 colleges met the criteria

"and from these colleges there was a total of 980 eligible resporijents for

* the survey. Each"of the 980 potential respondents was mailed a survey and

a Self-addressed return envelope, and a total of 575 completed the

questionnaires and-returned them. The characteristics of this group of

respondents are described in detail in the Results section of this report'

and in Appendix B.

PL. DATA ANALYSIS
41;

The first step in data anal4ysis was to look at the response distribu-

tionand mean ratings for each item in,Parts I -V and for each demographic

Variable. Because of the different formats used in each part of the

questionnaire, subsequent analyses were slightly different for each section.

For Part I the mean ratings of each item were used to rank order the items

interms of the strength of response. The items were then grouped by

whether respondents generally agreed or disagreed with the statement, in

the item. After determining whether respondents agreed or disagreed with
se

a given item, the responses were broken down by each of the seven demographic

,variables to determine whether subgroups within the sample felt differently

on a particular issue: The items on Part I were also facto7iiialyzed to

discover whether or not the response patterns indicated underlying factors

which influeOCed responses. Using a standard varimal rotation, three

factors were identified which seemed to correspond to the domains used to

construct the questionnaire. For Part II, the data analysis. was similar

to that used,in Part I as(they both have the same format. Again, in Part

(

12
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, III:the mean scores Were used to rank circler .thel3 teaching activities used

g to teach about parent involvement in terms of their perceived importance.

A Part IV, where tespondents indicated which of the activities they

actually used in their teaching, the group responses were rank ordered

S.

''according to the frequency,, of response to each item. Rather than calcu-

lating a correlation coefficient for the two sets of ranked items, a

visual comparison was made to determine the extent to which the methods

considered most important corresponded to those which were most used.

Again, on Part V, a frequency distribution was used to get ari overall

picture of whether parents., teachers, or principals should have input or

final authority on each of 19 typical school decisions. Means were also

calculated for each of he demographjc items, and a frequency distribution

was Ligedlo describe the respondent group.

4
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V. RESULTS

This section includes a summary of the characteristics of respondentS
(

in this study, description of their responses to Parts Iethrbugh Part Vsof

the survey questionnaire, and the results of secondary analyses used to

discover underlying response patterns of particular stibgroupszwithin the

sample. The results are presented in tables ana disctissed in the

corresponding text.

A. Characteristics of Respondents

Of the 575 respondents, 294 (51%) were teaching at teacher colleges or

universities in Texas, with about 10% from each of the other five states,

(see Table 1).

State

Agalisas

Louisiana

Mississippi

New Mexico

Oklahoma

Texas

TABLE 1

Number of Respondents by State

59

68

7 58

38

58

294

Percent of Total

10.3%

11.8%

10.1%

6.6%

10.1%

51.1%

TOTAL 575 respondents 100.0%

The 575 respondents indicated they had been teaching college an

average of 3.90 years. They also had taught in the schools an average of

ei 3.76 years. Their gi'aduate training. included Curriculum and Instruction

(3W, Elementary Education (33.2%), Educational Administration (8.7%),

14 is.
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Preschool or Early Childhood Education (8.2%), and Special Education

(5.0 %). Other di scTines represented in this group included educational

:osychol ogy, phil osophy of education, music, library science, child

development, bilingual education, and psychology.

Approximately twthirds of the group (67%) Indicated they currently

teach at a college with an enrollment of less than 10,000 students. Only

about 9.9% teach at colleges or universities with a studnt enrollment of

more than 20,000.

From this group, 55.5% of the respondents indicated they included some

form of Parent-teacher relations in their .teaching. Of the 575

respondents, 211 indicated theyltaught at least one class on the topic .

(36.7%), another 84 said they taught 1 module (14. () and 24,indicated they

taught a comple te course on the topic (4.2%). All 'together, 55.3% of

respondents indicated, they 'taught* parent- teacher relations in their

courses. Approximately 30.3% of respondents indicated their courses,

included very little or no emphasis on parent-teacher relations.

In terms of ethnic background, 81.4% indicated they were White, >.9%

!pack, 4.9% Hispanic, 1;7% American Indian and .3% Aiian. ApproxinrAely

of those responding were male and 53.5% female'
4

Mean responses and response distributions for each of the deaphic

items on. the questionnaire are shown in Appendix 8.

8. Part I of the Questionnaire
4F

1. Factor Analysis of Part I1 Items

When the instrument was designed, the items in Part I were constructed

using the following domiins: (a) respondents' attitudes toward parents;

(b) their perceptions of role of teachers, (c) ttheir impressions regarding

the need for training to vio with parents, and (d) tVieir views about



e
whether or not this training should becane part of the teacher training

curriculum.

After collecting the data, a factor anal94is wes done to look at

response )patterns on these items. Using a varimax rotation,.response

patterns emerged which paralleled the item domains. With regard to domain

(a) respondents' attitudes toward arents were described by a factor qihich

included' items 5, 16, 23, 25, and 2. Responses 4 these itemS were highly

correlated with each other, so respondents who agreed with item 5 (that r
,

problems in schools are more the fault of parents than teachers) a so .

,

..,
agreed with the other &items (that parents are being given too many rights

over matters which are the concern of educators, that parents are not able

to handle negative feedback aboulmtheir children fron teachers, -that

parents are unwilling to take time for their children and that education

has problems because parents are not doing their job).

- Respondents' perceptions of the tole of teachers (dcmain b) were

described by a second factor which included items 17, 21, 22and 30..

Responses to these items were highly correlated, which means that

I

respondents who agreed with Item 17 (that parenting and family life are

private matters, not the business of teachers) also greed with the other 3

items (that teachers should only be trained to teach, that teachers have

enough to. worry about without having tp work with parents, and that parent

involvement is the iresponsitillity of parents, not teachers). Items 10, 13,

14, 15, and 24 were related to this factor, but not as highly interrelated.

A third factor seemed related to both the perceived need for parent

involvement training (domain c, above) and whether it should be included in

the teacher training curriculum (domain d). This factor included items 10,

15, 19, 33 and 40. Those who agreed with item 10 (that parent involvement

16
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training should not be a priority for undergraduate training) also tended.imm

to agree that parent involvement training was important enough to allocate

some tindergraduate training time to it (Item 15), that such training would

be good ifmore time were available (Item 19), that teachers need( extra

training to work 'with cultUrally different parents (rtan 3`3) and thak work-
_

ing with parents requires specific training (Item 40). Responses to Item

24 (that parent involvement is anotherwhich should not be taken seri-

ously) were also positively related to other items and the responses to

Item 45 (that parent involvement training should be required as part of

continuing education) were negatively related to the other items in this

factor. Tne itiins loading on each factor are shown in Appendix 0-1.

2. Respo'ndents' Ratings of Items on Part I

Part I consists of 46 statements about teachers and prents to which
.

respondents indicated their agreement or disagreement, using a scale from 4
.

to 4 where 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3- = disagree, and 4 = strongly

disagree. Items were grouped according to the mean ratings with ratings

between 1 and 2 indicating general agreement, ratings between 2 and 3

indicating no consensus and ratings between 3 and 4 indicating general

disagreement. Mean ratings for all ,Part I items are shown in Appendix C-2.

1". As a group, teacher educators agreed most strongly with statement 'err

that (1) teachers afe underpaid, (2) parent participation in all schoo

matters should be increased, 13) teachers need extra training to prepare

them for working with pai-ents of different cultural backgrounds, (4)

Parent Involvement Tratning should be included in undergraduate curriculum.,

(5) parents are usually cooperative with teachers, and (6) parents would

help their children at home 'If they knev) what to do. The items with which

teacher educatott agreed are shown in rank order in Table 2 with strongest

17
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TABLE 2

Teacher Educators Agree with these Items in Part I*

2.

7.

.33.

(n'= 575)

I
Item 'TRating

Public school teachers are underpaid.

4
Parent participation in all school related matters
should b increased.

r

Teachers need extra trafbi'ng to prepare then for working
with parents ordiffenent cultural and kthnic backgrounds.

,

1.44

1.71

1.72

4. It 1.a possible to train teachers to manage the Widelariety
Of Stadent abilities present in today's classroom. 1.79

,

' 19. If more timewere available, I would adlocate Parent
q.

Involvement Training in undergraduate curriculum. 1.84

29. It is appropriate for teachers to,confer.wtth parents
about the child's,hode life. .1.86

27. More parents would help children at hone if they knew

\\. 4

%haft to do. . 1.89.

1. Parents ahe usually cooperative with teachers.

15. Parent Involviment Training is important *enough.to
aT14cate undergraduate training time to it. ' 1.93

26. Jeachersare having to absorb more and more of the
responsibilities that parents used to assume. 1.9.7

32. When given adequate information about their children,
parents can make rational decisions. 1.97

4

*These items received mean ratings of less than 2.0 on a scale from 1 to 4
where 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 y disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.

0
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f

.
agreement at the top.

Respondents disagreed with statements that (1) parents should get more ,

training if they want input into education, (2) low-income faffirilies are not

.
interested' in their schools, (3) teachers have enough to do without working

4 . .-

0 parents, and (4) Parent Involvement Training is just another fad in

education. They also' did not think that parents do more harm than good by

helping their children with homework. The items with which they disagreed

are shown ln rank order in Table 3 with the strongest disagreement at the

'top.

The remaining items on Part I received mean ratings of between 2.0 and,'

2.99 which either indicated theilk*re neutral on the item or there was

simply no consensus. Secondary analyses of Part I respetes provide more

itformation with which to interpret these responses in the middle range.

3. Secondary Analyses of Part I Responses

The responses to each item in Part I were broken down br*specific

demographic variables to loo0for patterns of response which might,be

related to respondent characteristics. In general, these analyses

indicated that the responses of each bf the subgrodps within the sample

were fairly consistent with the responses of the whole group. However,

significant differences. among the subgroups tended to cluster around a few
A

demographic variables and around specific items. The demographic variable

which generated the most systematic differences in responses ere amount of

parent teacher relations taught by respondents, ethnic background of

respondents, size of enrollment of college or university, and years of

experience teaching in the schools.

The breAkdown of responses by amount of parent teacher relations

taught (see Appendix 6-3) indicates that this variable was related to

2319,
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TABLE 3

Teacher Educators Disagrenith these Items on Part I*

(n = 575)

Item Rating

12. elf parents want to have more input into educational Cpolicy and planning, they should go to college and
get, a degree in education. 3.33

14. GettinW,low income families interested in their schools
is an unrealistic goal . 3.18

22. Teachers have enough to worry about without having to
work with parents, too.

4
24. Parent Involvement Training is another fadlin education;

it should not, be taken too seriously.

10. Training teachers to work with parents should not be a
priority for undergraduate training.

21. -Teachers should be trained to teach; all other school
problems should be handled by other prOfessionals.

36. The average parent does more harm than good by helping
a child with social work.

3.22

3.1

3.11

3.05

3.02

*These items received mean ratings. of more than 3.0 on a scale from 1 to 4
where 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.

.
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significant differences,among eacH of the'subgroups ors 23 of the 46 items.

The subgroups included those who taught parent teacher relations (a) not at

all, (b) a little, (c) in'at least re class session, (d) in a module, and

(e) in a course devoted to the topic. The responses of those who taught a_

single class on the topic were most like the mean responses of the total

group. The responsesof those who were either in the (4) or (b) subgroups

were almost completely in the middle or neutral-range, while thosi who

taught a course on the topic showed the highest number of responses))

either the Agree range or in the Disagree range.: This breakdown, sUgge,

that those who teach a course on parent teacher relations have strohgee

opinions, both pro and con, about the issues relevant to Patent Involvement

Training. The items with which this subgroup agrees are shown in Table-4

and those with which they disagree are shown in Table 5. When compered to

the responses of the whole group, those who teach a course in parent-

teacher relations sedn't have stronger opinions on a larger number of

items. They both agreed and disagreed with more items than did the group

as a whole. In addition, on items which the whole group agreed (Table 2)

and on items with which the whole group dthagreed (Table 3) the mean

ratings of this subgroup were consistently more. extreme, indicating a

stronger response.

Ethnic background was the second demographic variable which seemed

most related to differential response pattern*. On 13 of the 46 items in

Part Ithere were significant differences 4n the responses among the

following ethnic subgroups: White, Black, Hispanic, and American Indian.

The responses of the White subgroup were most similar to the group means,

but this is to be expected where they constitute 85% of the total group.

In general, those in each of the minority groups agreed more strongly
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TABLE 4

Teacher Educators who Teach a Course in Parent Teacher Reliations
Agreed Most With These Statements*

7 Item " z Rating

15. Parent Involvement Training is important enough to
allocate undergraduate traini,ng time to At. 1.55

19. If more time were available, I would advocate Parent
Involvement Training in undergraduate curriculum. 1.59

29. It is appropriate for teachers to confer with parents
about the chiles home life. 1.77

45. Parent Involvement Training shagn be required 'for
teachers as 2 continuing educatto course after the
first year of teaching. 1:91

9. StrinitAaftortUhould be made to include parents on
curriculut deveNrant boards. 1.95

.^,er
27. More parents would help children at home if they knew

what to do. 1.95

*1 = strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree
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, t
--. .. . M . TABLE 5 ot

. Teac2r Educators Who Teach a Course in Parent Teacher Relations
ir,7, Disagreed Most With These Statements*, so,

t
Item Rating

10. Training teachers to work with parent should not
ibe a priority for undergraduate training. 3.50

24. Parent Involvement Training is another fad in
education; it should not be taken too seriously. 3.45

22. Teachers have enough to worry about without having
to work with parents, too. 3.32

16. Parents are being given too many right over matters
, that are the concern of educators. 3.14

30. Parent involvement in Aducation is the responsibility
of the parent, not of the teacher. ., 3.14

28. Teacher ethication does not-attract sharp, motivated
persons. 3.09

Parenting and family life are private natters and not
the business of teachers. 3.05

r
Parents are unwilling to take time for their children_
these day.s. 3.05

43. Developing a course on Parent Involvement Training
would require knowledge not currently available in most
Colleges of Education. 3.00

46. Working with !Sven is a counselor's Job.

*1w strongly agree to 4 3. strongly disagree.

4 27
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A

strongjy with statements that (1) parent participation in all school

matters should be jncreased, (2) stronger efforts should be made to include

patenti oh curriculum development boards, (3) teachers need extra training

to prepare them for working with parents of different cultural backgrounds,

(4) having parents help with homework is a good idea and, (5) more parents_

would help tiger children if they knew what to do. The responses of Blacks

. N
and Hispanics were quite similar, but Hispanics-registered stronger &Is-

,

agreement with the statements that parents are unwilling to take time for

their children these days and that getting low-income families - -interested

in their schools is an unrealistic gOal. Table 6 shows the items in Part I

one which there were significant differences along the ethnic subgroups.

Enrollment size of institutions was the third demographic variable

which revealed differing patterns of response. Respondents were divided

into three groups.aCcording to institutional enrollment size: (a) up to

5000 students, (b) from 5,001 to 15,000 students, and (c) from 15,001 to

40,000+. Of the 566 respondents who indicated size of enrollment, 231 were

in group (a), 236 were in gr p (b) and 99 were in group (c). On § of the

46 items there were significan differences among these three groups as

shown in Table 7. In spite of t e fact that the differences suggest that

size of institution may affect respo ele's, the responses of all three groups

were not very different from the mean, nor, were there differences among the

,groups which appeared to be meaningful. a

The last demographic variable which indicated differential response

patterns was that of_years experience teaching in the schools. Again the

sample of 50 respondents was divided into 3 groups: (a) those having 0-3

years experience in the schools (N=97),(b) those with 4-9 years (4=213),

and (c) those with 10+ years (N=257). The results in Table 8 indicate
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TABLE

'PART I ITEMS IN WHICH THERE WERE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN THE RATINGS'
RELATED TO ETHNIC BACKGROUND

(p .05)

Item

tang t ng x Rating X Rat ng of X atillg of

of Sarple of Whites , of Blacks Hispanics American Indians
5601 fN 468) (N 44) (N 28) (N 100 .

4. It is possible to train teachers to
'renege the wide variety of student
abilities present in today's class-

room.

7. Parent partitipation in all school,
related matters should be increased.

9. Stronger efforts should be made to
include parents on curriculum de-

velopment boards.,

11. Having parents help their children
with homework is a good idea.

14. Getting low income families inter-
ested in their schools is a
unrealistic goal.

'23, Most parents'are too emotionally in-
volved with their children to listen
objectively to feedback from teachers
(especially if it is negative).

25. parenteare unwilling to take time
for their children these days.

17. More parents would help children at
home if they knew what to do.

33. Teachers,need extra training to pre-,
pare them for working with parents

of different cultural and ethn4c
backgrOunds.

35, eresintly, tnere is a snortage of
materials necessary for developing

a course on Parent Involvement
.Training.

404 Working with parents requires

i specific training.

42, Education is having prob1ets be-
cause parents are not doing their

job.
. -

46. Working with parents is a counselor's

job.

1.79 1.82 1.48 1.71

1.72

i

1.77 '1.41 1.29

2:01 2.05 1.79 1.75

2.06 2.13 1.73 1.61d

3.18 3.1.4 3.34 3.46

. .

2.74 2.75 2.50 2.89

2.77 2.77 2.59 3.04

1.89
.

1.92 1.66 1.75

1.73 1.77 ).52 1.39

2.45 2.47 2.52 2.21_

2.18 . 2.19 2.32 1.82

2.50 2.48 2.52 , 2.93

2.87 2.84 3.07 3.11

2.20

1.70

2.00

filo

3.00

2.50

2,90

1.80

1.0

. 1.90

1.90

. f
2.50

2.80

v.

*1 strongly agree, 2 agree, 3 disagree. 4 strongly disagree.
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TABLE 7

Part I Items on Which There Were Significant Differenceskin.the Ratings*

Related to Enrollment of Training Institutions

(p < .05)

7 Rating 7 Rating by . 7 Rating by X Rating

of Sample those colleges those colleges those colleges

of up to 5,000 of 5,001-15,000 of 15,000-40,000+

1 (n = 566) (n = 231) (n = 236) (n = 99)

i: Public school teachers are underpaid. 1.44

3. Parents usually know what is best for their

elementary school age children. . 2.47

4.1t is possible'to train teachers to manage

1.51

2.55

1.87

1.64

1.42,

2.45.

1.75

1.69

1.31

2.33

1.67

1:92 r

the wide variety of student abilities
present in today's classroom. 1.79

al
- 7. Parent participation in all school related

matters should be increased. 1.72

10. Training teachers to work with. parents should

not be a priority for undergraduate training. 3.11 3.07 3.20 2.97

.

13. It is the teacher's responsibility to get . '..

parents involved in education. 2.34 2.42 2.27 2.31

21. Teachers should be trained, to teach; all

other school problems Would be handled

by other professionals. 3.05 3:06 3.11, 2.91

29. It is appropriate for teachers to confer

with parents about the child's home life. 1.86 1.90 1.8Q . 1.93

34. Professori of Colleges of Education who

teach undergraduates are not prepared to

conduct a course on parent\involvement. 2.58 2.53 2.47

30
*1 is strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.
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TABLE 8

,

Ptrt'I Items on,Mhich There Were Significant
Differences in the Ratings* Related to Years Teaching School

(p < .05)

Items /

2. Public school teachers
are underpaid.

4. It is possible to train.
A teleTers to manage the

wide variety of student
ahilities present in
today's classroom.

14. Getting low income
families interested in
their schools is an
unrealistic goal.

28. teacher education does

not attract sharp,
motivated persons.

34. Professors in Colleges
of.Educatioh.who teach
undergraduates are not
prepared toiconduct a
course on parent

involvement.

40. Working with parents
requires Specific

training.

7 Rating
of Sample
(n = 567)

7 Rating
0-3 Yrs.'

(n = 97)

R Rating
4-9 Yrs.

(n = 213)

7 Rating
10+ Yrs.

(n = 257)

1.44 1.46 1.35 1.52

1.79 1.95 1.75 1.75

3.18 3.20 3.24 3.10

2.85 2.78 2.78 2.94

2.58 2.41 2.64 2.59

2.18 2.13 2.13 2.26'

*1 = strongly agree, 2 is agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.
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significant differences among the grOups on 6- items (p =,.85), but no

- meaningful patterns emerge.

4. Summary of Part I Results

A factor analysis of_Part I items identified three factors which
14

seemed to correspond to the domains used to construct, the questionnaire,

(a) attitude, toward pare ts, (b) perception of teacher role, and (c) need

for parent involvement t fining in the undergraduate curriculum.

The respondents as a group indicated clear agreement with 11 of the 46

items and clear disagreement with 7. When the responses of the whole group

were broken down by each of the demographic characteristics of respondents,

the amount of parent teacher relations taught and respondents' ethnic back-

ground were the denaphic variables related to meaningful differences in

response patterns. Those who taught a course in parent teacher relations

seemed to have the strongest opinions about the items presented (as

indicated by the fewest number of neutral responses) and those in ethnic

minorities agreed more strongly than Whites about the need to include

parents in all aspects of school decision making.

a

C. .Respondents Ratings.of Items on Part II

. In Part II the respondents were asked to assume that Parent

Involvement Training (PIT) had been mandated for all undergraduates in

education before rating seven statements about ways to provide such

training._ These items use the same rating scale as those in Part I. As

shown in Table 9, the respondents as a group agreed that systematic

inservice pn PIT should be available for professors and that PIT should be

handled by inservice-training for teachers. Holiir, relpondents disagreed

with statements that PIT should be handled by another department, or that

students might be too iMmature'to benefit from it.
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Respondents' Ratings of Part IL Statements

About Providing Parent Involvement Training*

Item x Rating

1. Incohpohting PIT into do existing course
would be more than adequate. 2.45 (Neutral)

2. PIT should be presented as a core, "theory"

course. /
2.78 (Neutral)

3. Student immaturity would prevent a PIT course
from being significantly useful at any point

, ip training. 2.99 (Neutral-
Disagree)

4. PIT shouldibe handled by another department. 3.21 (Disagree)

5. Providtng a communication skills training or,
human relations training would provide all

that would be pertinent for PIT.

6. Systematic inservice on PIT should be available

for professors.

7. PIT should be handled by inservice training for

teachers.

*1 strongly agree,4 = strongly disagree

1
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bs 2.93 Neutral\

1.96 (Agree)

2.24 (Neutral)
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Response, patterns for the items in Part II were broken down by each

of the daographic variables, but subgroup responses varied only slightly

from the mean responses of the group as a whole. Respondents listed as

teaching either a course or a module on parent-teacher relations tended to

disagree more with the statements that (1) Parent Involvement Training

should be handled through inservice for teachers or (2) incorporating it

into existing courses would be more than adequate. They also tended to

agree more with the statement that PIT should be presented as a core,

"theory" course in the curriculum. Other responses to Part II items which

varied with the amount of parent-teacher relations taught by respondents

are show9 in Table 10.

D. .Part III of the Questionnaire

1. Respondents' Rating, of Part III Items

On Part III respondents were asked to rate etch of 13 teaching

activities used to teach prospective teachers about parents. A five-point

scale was used with a rating of 1 indicating low importance and 5 indicat-

ing high importance. The mean ratings for all respondents are shown in

Table 11 where the activities are .ranked with the most important at the top

and the least important at the bottom. The mean rating for all its was

3.27.

As shown in Table 11, participation in 'parent-teacher conferences was

seen as the most important activity used to train teachers in parent

involvement. The next most important activities included intervIewing

leaders of parent-organizations, role playing with parents or teachers,

having a teacher speak to the class about parent involvement, having a

parent speak to the class about p-arent involvement, and having the student

actually conduct a parent teacher conference. The least important parent

30



TABLE 10

1

Differences in the Ratings of Part II Items

Related to the Amount of Parent-Teacher Relations Taught

&

Item,

1. Incorporating PIT
into an existing'
course would be
more' than adequate.

2. PIT'should be pre-
sented as a core',

"theory" course.

3. 'Student immaturity
would prevent arpIT
course from being

Amount of P-TR Taught

(Mean), none little 1 class module course

(2.45)

(2.78)

significantly useful
at any point ih ard?-.99)

training.

4. PIT should be
-handled by inser.

vice, Ifr. teachers. (2.24)

2.39 2.41 2.40 2.62 2.95

3.00 2.85 2.81 2.58 2.40

2.89 2.80 2.95 3.23 2.90

2.11 id-2.09 2.25 2.30 , 2.45

*1 a strongly agree, 2.= agree, 3 disagree, 4 a strongly disagree

4
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TABLE.11

Importance,Ratings of Various Parent Involvement Training* Activities

= 575)

Training Activity Mean Rating

c. Participation in parent-teacher conferences 3.75

k, Interviewing leader of parent organization 3.69

f. Role plays with teachers or parents 3.65

W. Bringing a teacher to speak to class 3.54

j. Bringing a parent to class 3.54

g. Conduirtg a parent-teacher conference 3.21

m. Students evaluating parenting materials 3.18

b. Pairing students with parent volunteers 3.17

d. Home visits 3.12

e. Involvement in community organization 3.09

1. Each:ttient collecting materials about parents 2.98

a. Invavement in parent organization 2.90

.1. Wilting the family history of a child 2.70

'*Rating on scale of 1-5, 1 is low importance and 5 = high importance.
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,
involvement training activities included student involvement in parent

organizations and having the student write a family history of the child.

2. Secondary Analyses of Part III Rftponses

The response to Part III of the questionnaire were broken down by

demographic variables to determine whether subgroups within the 1ample felt

specific teaching activities to be either more or less important than did

the total sample. Ethnic background proved to be the variable related to

the greatest number of differences in the ratings. On 7 of the 13 items,

there were significant differences (p = .05) in the ratings among the

ethnic subgroups in the sample. These items and the ratings given them by

each Of the ethnic groups are shown in Table 12. Again, as expected; the

mean ratings of the Whites were most similar to the mean ratings of the

entire sample as this group comprised 85% of the whole. Respondents in

each of the minority groups tended to rate each teaching activity as more

important than did those in the White subgroup. On a scale from 1 to 5,
J

the mean rating for Blacks was 3.61, for Hispanics 3.67, for American

Indians 3.47, and for White respondents it was 1.10.

.The amount of parent-teacher relations taught by respondent also

seemed to affect responses on Part III. On 5 of the 13 items, there were

significant differences in the importance ratings among the 5 subgroups

shown in Table 13. On these five items, those who taught a class on

parent-teacher relations rated each teaching activity most like tir group

as a whole, while those who taught either a module or a course on the topic

generally rated the activities as more impOrtani than did the group as. a

whole. However, those who taught a course on the topic rated writing 1

family history of the child as less important did any octhe other sub=

groups, while those who did not teach parent - teacher relations at all or

33 38
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TABLE 12

Part III Differences In Importance Ratings of Parent Involvement
Training Activities Related to Ethnic Background

Items

7 Rating
by

Sample

(n = 550)

1p < .05) A

7 Rating
by ,

Whites

(n =468)

K Rating i Rating
by by

Blacks Hispanics

(n = 44) (n = 28).

a. Requiring student
involvement in a
parent organization. 2.90 2.84

b. Pairing student ,

teachers with 'Arent
volunteers. 3.17 3.10

e. Required involvement
in a community

-71-2:ttionStert student

teaching occurs. 3.09 2.99

g. Mavingfield super-
visor observe at
least two parent
conference led by
the student. 3.21 3.12

k. Interviewing a
parent leader. , 3.69 3.64

1. Having each student
develop a personal
'library for and

about parents. 2.98 2.0

m. Having students
evaluate parenting
materials for
content, topic,

target group,
reading level, etc. 3.18 3.09.

7Rating
by

American
Indians

= 10),

3.30 3.25 2.90

3.53 3.46 3.90

3.53 3.96 3.30

3.83 3.57 3.90

4.00 4.11 3.70

3.38 3.59 3.30

3.69 3.75 3.30,,

*1 = low importance to 5 = high im

. 4'.
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a

TABLE 13

Differences in Importance Ratings' of Parent Involvement Activities

Related to the Amount.of Parent Teacher Relations

(p < .05). ,

k' Ratings by

Parent Teacher Realtions

7 Rating,
of Sample None

Very

Little
A
Class

AL

Module
A
Course

.rni
Other

Training Activity (n = 535) (18) (147) (193) (81) (22) (74)

d. Mandatory home-
visits while
student teaching. 3.14 2.61 2.86 3.19 3.43. 3.50 3.30

e. Required involve-
ment in a community
organization where
student teaching
occurs. ( 3.11

As

2.61 2.82 3.16 3.39

i. Recii.tqjwiitten
family story of
a child. 2-.72 2.28 2.79 2.79 2.92 2.24

.

2.40

1. Having each student
develop a personal
library -for and

about parents. 2.99

m. Having students
evaluate parent,
intmaterials for
content, topic,
target group,
reading level,

, etc. 3.18

2.56

3.32

2.81

2.90

3.00

3.30'

3.16

3.36

3.57

3.68

3.04

3.01

*1 = low importance to 5 = high importance.

w
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. very little gave this activity a rating higher than the mean rating of the

'sample. Those who indicated tliaching no parent teacher relations at all

generally rated these teaching activities as less important than all other

groups. A

E. Part IV.of.the Questionnaire

I.. Responses to Part IV Items

11.

,

In this seciion-respondents were asked to indicate which of the teach-

'ing activities in Part III they actually used in their teaching. Table 14
IA

shows the-activities in rank order, from those which were most used to

those which' were least used. As shown.in this table, the mast used teach- :

r-sr"

ing activities included (1) role-plays with teachers and parents, (2) . 40

participating, in parent-teacher conferences (3) pairil students with

parent volunteers, and (4) bringing in a teacher to speak about parent-

,

teacher 'relations. The activities least used by the teacher, educators ih

this survey included (1) field supervisors obser4ing parent conferences

lead by the student, (2 students developing a library of materials about

parents, (3) students making home visits while student teaching, and (4)

students 'evaluating available parenting material(.

2. Secondary Analyses of Part IV Responses

Again, the responses of the entire sample were broken down by

ohar'acteristics which described the various subgroups in the sample. As

' expected, there were systematic differences in the activities used which

.. varied as a filaction of the amount of parent-teacher relations taught. On

ghis single demographic variable, there were significant Offeences among ""--

4
thi., five 'subgroups on 9 of the 13 items presented. From those who did not

. include parent-teacher relations
to those- who taught a course on the topic,

there were few who used homes visits, had supervisors observe student-led
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TABLE 14
RANK ORDER OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT TRAINING

ACTIVITIES MOST USED BY TEACHER EDUCATORS (PART IV)

(n = 575)

Percent Who Have

Rank Item Used this Activity

1 f. Participation in role-plays, or other
laboratory exercises involving teachers

1.
and parents. 38%

2 c. Mandatory participation in parent-teacher
conferences.

3 b. Pairing student teachers with parent

volunteers: . *

h. Bringing in a public school teacher as a
speaker on parent-teacher relations.

31%

29%

4 i. Required written family history, of a child. 23%

5 j. Bringing in a_parent(s) to class as experts

in parent-teacher relations. 19%

6 e. Required involvem ent in a co mmunity organi-

zation where student teaching occurs. 17%

7 .g. Interviewing a parent leader. 16%

8 a.' Requiring studeneinvolvement in a parent

organization. . 15%

9 m. Having students evaluate parenting materials

for content, topic, target group, reading

...ir, level, etc. ,
''level 13%

.4

ib .d. Mandatory home-visits while student teaching. 11%

11 1, Having each student develop a personal
library for and about parents. .

9%

. )
2 g. Having field supervisor observe at least

two parent conferences led by the student.

S
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parent conferences, or required student involvement in parent organiza-

tions. Most respondents in each of these cat ries reported actually

having students participate in parent-teacher conferences. The percent of

respondents in each subgroup who used eac1i. activity is shown in Table 15.

For each of 9 activities presented in this table, analysis of variance

indicated significant differences among the five subgroups in the sample.

Generally, much higher percentages of respondents who taught either a

class, a module, or a course on parent-teacher relations indicated that

they used each of these activities in their teaching than did those who

taught none or very little. One exception was the teaching activity of

writing a family, history of the child, where 16% of those who taught "very

little" parent-teacher relations indicated they used it, while only 9% of

those who taught a course on the topic indjcated they had used it.

Those who taught a module on parent-teacher relations reported using an

average of 3.63 of the activities in their teaching, while those who did

not include parent-teacher relations in their teaching reported using only

an average of .42 activities per respondent. For the group as a whole, 554

respondents made a total of 1.296 responses, for an average of 2.34 per

person. Table 16 breaks down the teaching activities used by the number of

resprdents using them. It also shows the number of responses per activity

and 4ndicates to what percent of the sample it corresponds.

F. Part V of the Questionnaire

1. Responses to Part V

This section of the survey consisted of 19 decision-making issues in

the schools. Respondents were, asked to indicate whether parents, teachers,

or principals should have input.or final authority for each decision.

Table 17 shows the opinion of the group. In summary, over 50% of these

I
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TABLE 15
_61EAKDOWN OF TEACHING ACTIVITIES WHOSE USE

VARIED AS A FUNCTION OF AMOUNT

- OF PARENT-TEACHER RELATIONS TAUGHT

Teaching Activity

Percent of
within Each Su

This Activity i
(n

Respondents
bgroup Who Used
n Their Teaching
= 535)

>

0r
4-1 d-

rm. 4-I Ht CO r-, r-,
01 r to 01 01 N CO
r-a Jr I-I NCO NN Hr.0 r 0 i

O II 0.111 W II 0 H i II 0 if
CO C CLIC rC OC OC 4-1=2v > 0 = - 0 'are' 0

b. Pairing student teachers with parent
volunteers:

e. Requi d involvement in-ai`ammunity

org ailon where student teaching

occu 4

f. Participation in role-plays, or other
labctory exercises involving
teachers &nd parents.

h. BriAingrika public school teacher
as a speaker on parent teacher
relations.

°i. Required written family history of

a child.

nging in parent(s) to class as

experts inpvent-teacher relations.

k. Interviewing a parent leader.

tl. Having each student develop a personal
library for and about parents.

m.. Having students ev aluate parenting

materials for content, topic, target
group, reading level, etc.

5 1

11 12

5 21

1r 16

0 16

0

5 8

5

0

3

18

41.

32

27

20

18.

14 5 10

29 27 15

57, 55 44

45 36 40

34 9 27

2ff 27 33

28. -18 17

16 18 13

28 32 14

4439
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TABLE 16

BREAKDOWN OF TEACHING ACTIVITIES USED BY AMOUNT OF PARENT-TEACHER RELATIONS ;AUGHT

In 554)

Percent
of Respondents

Using Each

Activity

em
..

)

Teaching Activity

'

.c
0=

Humber of Rescionses

by Amount of Parent-
Teacher Relations Taught

i e

V li- --45

3",_,--Ri. 3
h
a

o
Total -

Lspornsr
Per Activity

Ire3i

5.2

31.2

11.0

17,7

37.6

7.6

29.4

22.9

' 19.0

0

16.1

8.5

12.p

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

i.

j.

l

k.

1.

m.

Requiring student involvement in a parent organization.

Pairing student teachers with parent volunteers.

Mandatory participation in parent-teacher conferences.

Mandatory ham visits while student teaching.

Required involvement in a coamunity organization where

student teaching occurs.

Participation in role - plays, or other laboratory exercises

involving teachers and parents.

Having field supervisor observe at least two parent con-

ferences lead by the student.

Bringing in a public School teacher as a speaker on parent-

teacher relations.

Required written family history of a child. .

.

Bringing in a parent(s) to class as experts in pare, -

teacher relations.

Interviewing a parent leader.

Havidg each student develop a personal library for and

about parents.

Having students evaluate parenting materials for.content,

topic, target group, reading level, etc.

1

0

1

2

2

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

15

2

44

10

18

33

11

,....24

24

11

12,

7

9

30 17'

6 '12

59 . 31

22 ..12

36 24

81 47

10 11

63 37

53 28

39 23

36 23

13 13

21 23

6

P

8

4

6

12

1

8

2

6

4

4

7

14

.8

30

11

12

34

-.9

31

20

26

13

10

11

'83

29

173

61

98

201

42

163

127

10

87

47

71

4 5

Total Number-of Responses by Column

. (Total Number of Respondents by Column)

8

(15)

220

(154)

469

(198)

301

(83)

69

(22)

229

(78)

1,296

(554) 46



. TABLE 'IT::

INPUT AND FINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECISIONS

Decision-Making Issues

Input and Responsibility
for Decision

Parents Teachers Principal

1. Ablifty grouping for instruction. P Q PR'

2. Homework assignments. P (15 PR

A

3. -Classroom discipline methods. P (i)
PR

4. Pupil evaluation. . P CI) PR

5. Teaching methods. P (i) PR

$ 6. Selection of textbooks and other
learning materials. P () PR

7. Degree of emphasis on social skills

vs. cognitive skills. P Cf.)
PR

. 1,....

* 8. Placement into Special Education. P T PR

* 9. Emphasis in arts vs, basic skills. P T PR

*10. Emphasis on science vs. social

studies. - T PR

11. ,Hiring/firing school staff.
. T @

12. Providing career information. P (i) PR
,

*13. Sex role/sex education instruction. P T PR

. *14. Emphasis on multicultural education. P T PR

15. Promotion and retention standards ,..

of students. P, T E0

16. Desegipgation/integration plans.

17. Rotation/assignment of teachers

within' building.

Family problems affecting student

performance.

19. Evaluation of school staff.'

T PR

P Ti

CD

P

T

T

PR

V

*Indicates that no group was seen as having final responsibility by 50% of

respondents.
()Indicates 50% or more of respondents felt this group should have final

responsibility.
se,

Indicates 50% or more of respondents felt this group should have input to

decision.
41
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teacher educators felt parents should have input into 16 of the 19

decisions, but final authority on only one: family problems affecting

student performante. The majority also felt -teachers should have input

into 8 of these decisions and final authority on 8 others (16 out of 19

total). They indicated principals shou7 ld have input on.only 5 of the

issues and anal authority on 5 others 110 out of 19 total). The pattern

of these 'responses suggests the following:

(}) Pafents should -have-input into curriculum and admin-
istrative decisions, but very lj,ttle fidal authority.

(2) Teacher, should have input into administrative decisions and
final authdrity over most curriculuradecisions.

(3) Principals should have input into curriculum decisions,and
final authority on administrative, decisions.

For the respondents as a group, the consensus seems to be that parents

should be encouraged to participate more in their children's schools, but

their participation should consist mainly of providing input for decisions

while teachers andadministrators retain final authority. Analysis of

variance was performed for each of the subgroups in the sample to determ the

whether there mi§ht be response patterns which differed from the group as a

whole, or patterns in specific subgroups which differed significantly from

the patterns in other subgrdups. For this analysis a mean score for each

issue was derived by coding each "inputs' response as 1 and each *final

authority" response as 2. Blanktresponses rre coded as 0. Thus a low

mean score for parents indicates that respondents felt they should have'

little responsibility in the decision. A high score indicates grbater

- responsibility.

2. SecosiIry Analyses of Part V Responses

Using the deived mean scores the Part V responses of the entire

sample were broken down by each df the demographic v4i abl es. Again these,
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analyses indicated the response patterns for each of the subgroups in the

sample were very similar to those of the whole group, but there were sane

differences between the patterns of specific subgroups. For. instance, where-

-
there were differences,of opinion between male and female respondents, the

mean response of males was consistently higher than that of females. This

indicates a larber percentage of males felt thakparents, teachers, and

principals should have either input or final authority on an issue; a small

percentage felt they should have no input. Of the 19 decision - making

issues presented, males felt parents should have greater responsibility

--

regarding 8 of the issues, that principals should have greater responsi-

bility on 5, and teachers on only 2.

The only consistent pattern with regard to the variable -",years

teaching college' was that those with 0-3 years and 10H. years teaching in

college tended to give higher than average mean scores for principals

responsibility and the respondents who had taught college from 4-9 years

had scores lower than average.

A similar pattern emerged for the variable "years teaching in
. .

schools". Those who had taught in schools from 0-3 and 10+ years tended, to

have lower scores for teacher responsibility on the decision- making issues.

Those who had taught from 4-9 years had mean scores slightly higher than

average.

When the scores were compared across disciplines, those in elementary

education consistently had lower mean scores for parents responsibility,

but their mean scores for teachers-and for principals were similar to the

group mean. The mean scores for those trained in pre-school, special

education or curriculum and instruction were generally similar to the group

mean although there was somejunsystematic variation on 4 of the 19 issues.

43 ,
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The enrollment size of the institution seemed to -have the least effect

on the response/patterns on Part V. The differences among groups were

small and infrequent and the means of each subgroup were similar to that of

the. sample as a whole.

The amount of- parent - teacher relations taught by respondents did seen

to have aneffect op the respondents views about, giiing parents more

responsibility. Those.who taught course on parent-teacher relations (n

24) consistently had higher mean scores for parent responsibility, in

decisions than the other, subgioilps and thai the group as a whole. Their
A

mean scores for teacher and principal responsibility were very similar to
r

the other subgroups and to the mean of the sample.
4,

Ethnic backgrOund of respondents also seemed to be related to differ-

/ ences in the mean scores for part responsibility, but not for teachers

nor principal s. Because of the preponderance of Whites in the sample,

their scores generally reflected the meartoof the group. American Indians,

hwoever, made up of only a small percentage of the sample and their socres

were both higher an& lowerthan the mean of the sample. On the following

four issues, Blacks and Hispanics apparently disagreed about the proper

level of responsibility for parents:

Selection of textbooks and other learning materials
Providing career information
Emphasis on multicultural education
Rotation/assignment of teachers within buil.di ng

On each of these. issues, the mean score of Hispanics was higher than the

sample average and the mean sore of Blacks was lower. Apparently

Hispanics feel, a greater need for parent involvement on these decisions.

This may reflect the concern of Hispanics over bilingual, issues in the

schools. .
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In summary, the secondary analyses of the Part V responses indicated

that the response patterns of each subgroup in the sample' were very similar

to that of the whole sample. Sex of respondent seemed related to the

scores regarding the extent of parent responsibility on the issues, as did

ethnicity, teaching a course on parent-teacher relations, and area of

graduate training. Number of years experience teaching school seemed related

to differences in the scores regarding teacher responsibility on the issues.

Finally, years experieince teaching in college seemed to affect only the

scores regarding the extent of principal responsibility on the issues.

I. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Information About Respondents

As a group, teacher educators whflrain elementary level teachers

in this region have indicated support for increasing parent 'participation

tin all school matters, for giving teachers extra_training to work with

parefits, and for including parent involvement training ;in the undergraduate

7 teacher curriculum. They generally see parents as interested in their

children's schools, capable of teaching their children at home, and as

cooperative with teachers. As might be expected, those educators who

teach courses,in parent teacher relations were consistently more positive

about these ideas than the group as a whole.

Responses of teacher educators to Part V of the questionnaire clearly

indicate that the type of parent involvement they see as proper is one

which actually gives the parent very little authority in school decisions.

They apparentlyyrld give parents More input, -lnto decisions, but would

t give them any power in the process of actually making the decisions.

V Apparently tea her educators in this region favor the general idea
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of parent involvement in the schools, but prefer the type of parent

involvement which fits the Family Impact Model. The goal of-this type

of parent involvement is to do something to or fo'r

A

the family in order to

help the child at school. Specific objectives which might be subsumed

under t,his, troad goal include (1) providing parent training in the areas
pm

of discipline or behavior ?management, (2) teaching parents to become home

tutors with their childrn, (3) enlisting the support of parents in seeing

that homework is completed, and (4) teaching arents about issues of child

development or mental health. In each of these activities, the role of

thg teacher is basically to tell parents ways they can improve their

parenting skills, so the teacher needslel) some skills teaching adults,

and (2) some knowledge of the specific material.

If the Family Impact Model is used .to guide par:ent involvement training

for prospective teachers, the implicatiOns are relatively clear: teachers

should have some coursework aimed atteaching adults, and they should have

courses which cover the,skills parents need to work with their children.

In order to identify the specific skills parents need, there must be greater

clarity about the specific objectives desired in working with parents.

B. A Framework for Future Research on Parent Involvement

This initial survey of one of the stakeholder groups affected by parent

involvement points put the political aspects of involving parents in the

schools. Just like any other relationship which involves sharing power,

the parties involved must each receive some benefit in exchange for some of

their power. When-either party feels their benefits are not adequate, they

can be expected to either,ask for more or to reduce their participation in

. the venture.

52

46



Parent involvement is a verifure which involves parents,

administrators, and less dIrectly, teacher educators. In order to assure

4
full participation oftall groups, a clear definitionAof "parent involvement"'

must be agreed upon and the specific Nies of each group must be spelled

out. Parent involvement in the schools depends upon the participation of

all three of the, major groups mentioned above, so the definition of parent

involvevent must be, one which is acceptable and beneficial to all three.

Meaningful research in this area must include the perspective orall three

groups and must clearly define what it means by "parent involvement."

To clarify future research in this area, a useful framework has been

developed by the Parent Involvement Project (Sowers, et al., 1980). The

framework shows that parent involvement can mean parents, participating as:

an audience for schools

home tutors
program supporters (volunteers)

paid staff r

co-learners (parent training, inservice)

decision makers (instructional plans, school policy)

advocates (initiating systemic change)

This framework looks at parent involvement as a multi-level concept.

Involvement may mean signing a report card as well as making decisions

.
.

about school policy. The recent literature suggests at.least these seven

,types of parent involvement, which differ in terms of responsibility and

.., '

in terms o( authority. Thus, it is possible to favor parent i volvement

ic

,.

(meaning volunteers in the classroom) and at the same time to o pote parent

involvement (meaning parents making school policy decisions). A framework

such as this should be used to construct other survey instruments in

studying patent involvement.

------,/ Within each levet of parent4;involvement in the framework, there are

47
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specific issues which must be explored,in order to understand how parent

. - 4'

involvement works at that particular level. Many of these issues are

relevant to one level but not to the others, so it is necessary to

explore each level individually. In addition, there are some issues

within each level which are more critical than others, so these should be

_explored first; for example, if neither teachers nor the parents wish

to have volunteers in the classroom, it is not necessary to determice

whether or not the parents hive the necessary skills. This logical

order of issues should aetermine the sequence in which they arestudid.

By deciding the specific level of parent involvement to be studied,

and by sequencing the issues in terms of their priority, one can modify the

framework to look at any aspect of parent involvement training from the

,perspective of each stakeho-l-der group (parents, teachers, administratorr'

C. Directions for Future Research

One of the most important stakeholder groups to survey is that Of

teachers .in elementary' schools. ,The next study in this series will ask for

their opinionn oabout the desirability of each level of p#ent involvement,

theillassessment of the extent to which their opinions about parent involve-

ment are,reflected in current practice, and their recommendations about

the skills teachers should have to facWtate parent involvement at the

various levels. This information will be compared with the information

from teacher educators to identify the issues on which there is consensus

between trainers and practitioners. These areas of consensus will provide

clear implications for revising-the teacher training curriculum with regard

to pareht involvement.

lc
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Another important stakeholder group is t1a.t pf elementailaochool

irrincipals. A .survey1/4,
/
" being planned which Will ask them also to identify

what they think destrible in terms of .parent involvement, to indicate

the extent' to which this is achi4ved in their schools, and ,tos-SZIggest

T spec4fic teacher competencies which would help attain that level of parent

)0glvemeRt in the schOols: Their responses will be compared to both the

responses 0-the teachers and to those of the teacher educators in elemen-

,'

tarieducation to further. des a the areas of consensusqand of conflict.

As each new stakeholder group is surveyed, more information is

available with which to describe needed teacher competencies for working

with parents. Each new group also supplies ides about the best ways to

include these competencies in teacher training. In comparing the responses

of the various groups, the areas of conflict serve to'indicate those areas

in which the Opposition of one group may effectively prevent the curriculum,

changes others feel are heeded. In these areas, some political consensus

building may have to precede any attempt to alter the training curriculum.

Those areas on which the stakeholder groups agree serve as indicators of

areas where curriculum change might be Planned, and successfully impleL

mented more immedi4tely. These areas of consensus also point out areas in

which members of the stakeholder groups might work together to promote

parent involvement in the schools. .
. .

(

A
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i\kh,A FOCUS TWO: RESEARCH PROPOSAL

FOR STUDYING EXTERNAL AND,MEDIATIONAL INFLUENCES
ON PARENT MODELS OF CHILD SOCIALIZATION

I. INTRODUCTION

Historically, adults have found suppprt for their parents roles,

through extended families and close knit networks of friends and neighbors.

These neighborhood and community support systems reinforced parent direc-

---a

tives and values, extending parental control of their children beyond the

home. Consequently, parents did not feel solely responsible for child

rearing and were not socially and emotionally isolated from others. The

disappearance of extended families and neighborhood coMraderie has left

parents with little or no support in their child socialization role..

Although dating provides some approximation to marriage, there is no

counter approximation to parenting. Young girls may have some experience

with children if they babysit, and knowledgeabout child development is

minimally available to males and femalei through formal education, but
4

realistic approximation to the realities of parenting is simply mnavail-
,

able. Lack of direct or indirect preparation for parenting is further

entrenched by the increasing isolation of single people from neighborhoods
.

where childrerk live. Singles COmmunities, where children are not allowed,
2

are becoming more commonplace. Consequently, becoming a parent today

increasingly means embarking bn a whole new adventure, an adventure for

which many are illipprepared, either out of ignorance, naivete, or selective

inattention. That reassuring link to culture and tradition which new

parents enlisted in the past to raise children is no longer avarie, and

yin many cases, would be rejected if it were.

In spite of, the withdrawal of community and family support, when

adults have children they become parents. The research objectives for

tix
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Area Focus Two are primarily concerned with developing a research model for
lk

investigating parent models of child socialization. How do parents enact

thir roles? What guiding principles do they enlist to justify their

behavior? What variables can be identi (jed for studying parent models of

childrearing? What goals do they have for their children? How do the

goals interact with their paren'O'ng methods? A secondary pursuit of Area

rocas Two has been the historical relationship between parents and the

"experts." What have the experts said to parents and how have parents

responded to that? As such, the final report for Area Focus Twoll begin

with the historical roots of experts' advice_to parents and conclude with

this year's pilot pilot testing results. It is unusual for final reports

to include an extensive text or review of the literature, but the unusual

nature of this year's activities in Area Focus Two, as well as a change in

research staff, suggest somewhat of a literature review as part of the

.final result.

II. HISTORICAL ROOTS OF EXPERT ADVICE TO PARENTS

Until the seventeenth century, there was no special emphasis on

childhood as a special phase of the life cycle. Although infants needed

special care and treatment, once they were weaned and could take care of

themselves, they became "small adults" (Mussen, Conger, and Kagan, 1969).

After the age of three or four: expectations for children wete similar to

those of adults. Children mixed with adults, dressed like adults, played

and worked with adults. Beginning with the seventeenth century, humiki-

tartans and libertarians began to encourage the separation of children from

adults, and from adolescents as well. This appears to be the beginning of

the concept df the "innocence{-of childhood.
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child psychology emerged at this time, but in the form of phil °sooty.

John Locke, a noted British,,philosopher, described the infant's mind as a

"tabula rasa"--a blank slate. Although Locke acknowledged "native pro-

pensities,' he was most impressed by the impact of envirinmental events on

the shaping of an infant's mind. He strongly advocated rationality over

emotichality as a basis for education and child socialization. He advised

parents to begin instructing their children in self-denial as soon as

possible.

Approximately a century later, in the late 1700s, Rousseau, a French

philosopher, advocated a radically different perspective from Locke.

Rousseau believed the child to be endowed with an innate sense of morals,

who, when left to his own devices, would naturally develop into a healthy

adult. Where Locke felt the only hope for complete development was through

environmental intervention, Rousseau felt environmental Intervention would

stifle and threaten the natural inclinations of the child. Remnants of

both these positions find themselves in learning theory and humanistic

psychology, respectively.

Although Locke and Rousseau are credited with first introducing the

notion of the "special nature" of the child, the extent to which the masses

engaged in this belief appears questionable. Ehrenreich and English (1979)

place the end of the 19th century as the time wherpthe general populace

also took special notice of the child. With the industrial revoluation in

full swing, production left the household completely, eliminating many of

the chores and responsibilities with which children had historically and

routinely filled their days. In the ensuing void, childhood increasingly

stood out as a "distinct and fascinating time of life." Concomitantly, the

turn of the century also marked the formation of the American Psychological

Association, the first American (psychological) laboratory, and the impact
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of Darwin's theory of evolution. Just as the search for signs of man in

animal life motivated Darwin's work, others began to feel the study of

human development, beginning in infancy, was n6itical to understanding man

and adult behavior. So, coincident with the changing role of children

within the family support system, social scientists emerged on-the scene

with heightened curiosity about the nature and propensities of the child.

Until recent years, child psychology largely consisted of developing

normative descriptions of infancy and child development. McCandess (1967)

reports that there are large numbers of studies that were devoted to deter- ,

mining the nature and function of the sensory equipment of the child.

Mussen, Conger and Kagan (1969) corroborate this summary of child

psychology's young history, adding that the vast body of information that

has been developed is relatively deficient in explanatory-theory. In spite

of this relative void of theory, child psychologists have subtley/assumed

the role of parent educators and parent advisors, pushing patenting into

1 the expert's arena, and out of the family or cultural arena.

The Experts and Parent Education

The rise of the industrial society catapulted the role of the "-expert"

into every major arena of life, including parenting (Ehrenreich and

English, 1979; McCandless, 1967). The turn of the century left people

feeling full of hope and a growing confidence that all of man's problems

could be solved scientifically. Parenting, like most everything else, was

becoming a science; as the experis moved in, parents became increasingly

dependent upon them for advice anct direction. As parental insecurity

increased, expert advice also increased. "Parents .in the United States are

probably insecure because they have been told by everyone from judges and

clergymen to psychologists and child workers that the prarent makes the
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child,' amd 'as the twig is bent, so the tree grows'" (McCandless, 1967,

p. 58). John Watson, pioneer of the behaviorist tradition in psychology,

went so far as to question,.

whethir there should be individual homes for children--or
even whether children should know their parents. There

are probably undoubtedly more scientific ways of brining

up children which probably mean finer and happier children

(Watson, 1928, pp. 5-6K

The image of the child as a blank slate, in the tradition of Locke, was

clearly associated with the behaviorist tradition. Scientific parenting

included rigid schedules of all sorts -- feeding, weaning, and toilet train-

ing became more of a management exercise in ge Mk) things done according

to schedule. Experts seduced parents into el eying strict adherence to

scientific parenting would produce perfect children. Children were not

raised, they were trained.

But in the early 1930s, as society moved out of the depression and

into economic prosperity, a consumer society emerged and child experts

began a radical shift in their advice to parents, moving steadily towards

increasing permissiveness in parenting. More in line with the philosophy

of Rousseau, the child was again seen as naturally good and healthy.

Ratner than controlling the infants' impulses to eat, sleep, and play, th"

experts now told mothers that these impulses were innate and therefore

"right," and that the child, not the parent, knew what was best for him/-

her. "The experts who had been concerned with discipline and self -control

now discoverer that sel f-indulgence was Weal thy for the individual person-
-,

sality just as \It was good for the entire econany" (Ehrenreich and English,

1979, p. 212). Children's behaviors took, on new meanings--crying changed

from a sign of "contrariness" to indicating a specific need, and play
r

changed fraa being a strictly controlled activity to become the "healthful
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development of motor activities." The wicked urges the early behaviorists

had sought to tame became the healthful ,expression of innate wants and

needs in the '1930s baby.

The work of Gesell and his colleagues legitimized the belief in

"native propensities" defining infant growth in terms of stages, viewing

theM as innately "wired in" to the infants' internal make-up. Parents were

.encouraged to foster these predetermined stages by arranging household

schedules and activities around them. Parents felt increasing pressure not

to "buck a phase," by always following the child's lead. In many ways,

parents were now responsible for the child's moods and behaviors--if the

child wasn't happy, it must be because the parents had failed to adequately

anticipate his/her needs. This shift in expert advice from molding through

regimentation to unfolding through careful observation caught many mothers

by surprise. Ehrenreich and English described one mothec's discovery of

her own shifts in parenting in the following manner;

I was serving a new vegetable to the boys. Suddenly I

realized that I expected Peter, the oldest, to clean his

plate. Daniel, the middle one, didn't have to eat it,
but had to at least taste it. And little Billy, as far
as I was concerned, could do whatever he wanted (p. 214).

Social conditions changed again and so did expert advice to parents.

As World War II ended, Americans retreated into their private lives; the

middle class grew in numbers and a quiet optimism again prevailed." But as

the fifties prOgressed, the threat of communism became more paramount. The

Korean Crisis came and stunned Americans; the fiber of the nation seemed

threatened. The performance of American soldiers "succumbing to brain-

washing" and confusing "communism and freedom" alarmed the country

(Ehrenreich and English, 1979). The final blow to the American confidence

was the Russian, launching of Sputnik. At this Aint, politicians and
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sociai scientists alike concluded that parents had been "overpermissive"

resulting in a generation of brats; America was now "Uthind" the Rdssians

in apparent technology and in its Most vital reosurce, youthful manpower.

The "Spock generation," as it was to be called, was blamed for everything

and seemed lost forever to the generation gap. Antiwar demonstrations,

sit-ins, draft evasion, marijuana, and open sexouality were flagrant

examples of the effects of overpermissiveness. Books like Oecte's

Liberal Parents, Radical Children (1975) continue to warn parents about the

effects of overpermissiveness.

"Limits" and "responSible permissiveness" became the new catch-all in

child rearing. Children could no longer control their environments, rather

it was the parent's responsibility to set limits for the child, appropriate

4to a particular stage Of development. Children, the experts now stated,

could not have so much power, freedom,.and influence over the family

(LesowItz, 1974; Pumroy and Pumroy, 1978; Ginott, 1965). Setting limits

provided parents with the apparent means and justification for behavior

control, but the "panic" set off by Sputnik demanded a smarter generation

as well as a disciplined and controlled generation. Consequently, achieve-

ment and intelligence also became new themes in parenting. Aside from

setting limits, parents were instructed to begin stimulating their child's

cognitive development as early as possible. Mothering became more than

constant love and affection--it was a matter of early stimulation for

developing a high I.4. The theme was so widely' supported, the government

' launched a campaign for underprivileged families to sign up for Mead Start

programs, which were designed to provide the sti tang environment

necessary fOr intellectual growth in children.
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In this brief history of the relationship between parents and experts,

the inconsistent expert advfce to parents is unmistakable. This

inconsistency has caused many to reject all authorities. Others, including

the sotperts themselves, have concluded that little good evidence about the

effects of child rearing practices exists, and maintain that experts should

stay out of parent education. "As with most human matter, the truth

probably lies somewhere between the optimism of the early or more extreme

child deyelopmint expdrts (or parent-family educators) and the pessimism of

the more conservative or of those who haye come more recently into the

field" (14oCandless, 1967, p. 58).

In conclusion, the role of the experts in child rearing has implied a

deficit model--that parents are deficient in the skills necessary fort hild

-rearing and in need of expert help. The "deficit model," originally

attached to the medical field, is not unusual in the social sciences. It

has recently come under fire, primarily from a new breed of practitioners

interested in prefention and wholistic health. It may be time for experts

to give parents more credit, to attribute them with more expertise and

think of ways to capitalize on their existing skills rather than

"deskilling" then. Indeed, some researchers in child rearing have con-

cluded that the specifics of any one child rearing method are not as

important as the consistency and positive feelings associated with a method

11!

(Langman and Block, 1978).

A similar, conclusion has been made regarding the differential effects

of therapeutic interventions, where the therapist-client relationship was

more predictive of "outcome" than any one therapeutic approach. It may be

that parents have their own model(s) of child rearing that experts could

capitalize on rather thin replace. By helping parents identify and clarify

p
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their Own models of child rearing, experts may find a more receptive

audience., This is an important consideration in the research proposed for

Area Focus Two.

III. DEVELOPING A RESEARCH MODEL FOR A STUDY IN CHILD REARING

Historical Backgro.und

There are two major approaches which have been emploded for gathering

'infonnation about child rearing. One approach used by developmental

psychologists entails careful observation of infant/child behavior. These

observations are often translated into practical advice for parenting.

Gesell's work is a good example of this. A second approach is to study

actual child rearing practices comparing' practices with outcomes and then

making judgments about the efficacy of those practices. These early

psychological studies of parenting practices primarily consisted of self-

reports, based largely on parents' recall of their own behavior and their

children's behavior. Rich of this early work focused on infant training

techniques like feeding and weaning, elimination, sex, dependency, and

aggression (See Sears, Maccoby and Levin, 1957; Sewell, Mussen and Harris,

1955). The unit of study in both approaches was limited to parent and/or

parent-child, with the underlying premise that parents effect children'ind

no consideration for how children or other variables may affect parents.

Anttn:opologi sts and sociologists have al so been interested in studying

relationships between parent practices and children's personalities. This

group of social scientists are primarily interested in the social structure

within which parenting occurrs. Whiting (1963) and Minturn and Lambert

(1964) studied the child rearing practices of six cultures, basing much of

their conceptual framework on macro-sociological variables like the
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cultural beliefs about the inheritance of individual characteristics,

beliefs about the influence of parents on chqdren, and beliefs about

stages and norms. Whiting and her colleagues were searching for a basic

philosophy behind socialization and the different training techniques and

the subsequent socialization goals it fostered. These anthropological

studies clearly suggest that parent behaviors do not exist in a vacuum,

expanding the unit of analysts far beyond single individuals and their

discrete interactions. It is not clear to what extent anthrop6logists

polee these contextual inputs into the realm of direct influences on parent

behavior; it is clear they are intimately connected.

Where Whiting (1963) and Minturn and Lambert (1964) were concerned

with philosophical beliefs related to parenting, Kohn (1969) and Stolz

(1967) were concerned with' the values related to parenting, another

contextual ariable. The former were interested in the social structures

and cultural patterns within which values and beliefs are developed and

maintained. Kohn's work was predicated on the assumption that beliefs,

values, and ideology form the basis for individual behavior. He found that

different world views originating in different occupational pOsitions were

associated with social class. His results suggest general differences in

working class and middle class parents' desired values for their children.

Where the middle class parents desired happiness, consideration self-

control, curiosity and dependability, the lower class parents desired
.

neatness, obedience, and self-defense. Kohn explained these differencwin

terms of the social realities experienced by the two groups, which lead to

different social aspirations, hopes and fears. Kohn's work represents a

definite move toward considering what influences parents and parent
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behavior ratherl than what or who influences children.

Reviewing some of the moor studies in child rearing, a pattern

appears to emerge. Early investigations of child development were inter-

ested in descriptions of child behavior, with little interest in underlying

causes. These descriptions were interpreted and transl ated into parent

advice. The next generation of research turned more directly towards

6
parents as causes- of childeen's behavior by studying child rearing prac-

tices. Finally a third generation of studies appears to be...tto rested in

studying the causes of parent behavior. Stolz (1967) is a clear example of

this movement in child rearing studies, stating "probably every parental

practice has a history of influences behind it."

More recently, McGill icudy-DeLisi and her colleagues at the Educa-

tional Testing Service in Princeton, New Jersey have developed a research

model for studying parent behaviors and family interaction patterns

(McGil 1 icudy-DeLi si, 1980). Her model postulates that external infl uences

. of parents are cognitively processed, or medli1/4ted, which leads to

particular parent beliefs which then direct parent behaviors as they

interact with children. This line of "cause and effect" between parents

and children is relatively new in research investigating parent behavior

and appears to be more comprdhensive, incorporating the complexities of

f' behavior. The research proposed for Area Focus Two follows a similar

theoretical model.
--

As a final note in the discussion of historical antecedents of

research in child rearing, an important shortcoming should be mentioned.

There has been a notable tendency to .overlook the child as a significant

influence on parents. Most research models have defined parents into a

posture of cause and children into a posture of effect. Little
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consideration has beep given to seeing the child as a causal influence on

parents. Bronfenbrenner (1979) presents a determined case for the,import-

ance of including the child as a research variable affecting parents. In

the past, research has treated the child as a static variable, but recently

tribe studies have placed the child in the family as an active, impacting

subject (Lerner and Spanier, 1978).. ,Simply put, researchers have begun to

ask ifit,is valid to compare experiences of first-time parents where some

parents have a colic child and others do not. Although they are both

first time parents, the parents of a colic child could have a very differ

ent reaction to their early parent experiences due to the more stressful

circumstances of the colic. If this is indeed the case, the important

diffetence appears to be a function of the child. There may be many ways

in which children cause the behiviors of parents to be different; as such,

children become an important external varialbe affecting parents.

Theoretical Framework: Area Focus Two

The proposed research is an attempt to integrate the work of Stolz

(1967), Kohn (1969), Lambert, Hamers, and Erasure -Smith (1979) and

McGillicuddy-DeLisi J1980) on influences on parent behavior. Area Focus

Two has developed a comprehensive model of,complex cognitive constructs,

parent belief constructs, as an important mediating mechanism between

external Influences on parents and parent behavior (see Figure 1). It is

hypothesized that individuals are compsed of beliefs, values, attitudes,

and actual behaviors and that a study of human behavior must attend to

these three levels to help understand the outcome, in thii case, parent

behavior. This research model also attempts to incorporate external

influences as a source of influence on an individual's core beliefs. There

is reason to believe patterns of common.experiences (external influences)
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may affect individuals in a similar manner leading than to make similar

interpretations of their world (Kohn, 19 ). This world view is sub-

sequently translated into the various behavioral systems in an indivitual Is

one of which is the individual parent model of child rearing. As

such, there is one major research goal for Area Focus Two: (1) identij

fication of parenting models and corresponding parenting methods. The

relationship between certain external influences on parents parenting

models will also be discussed.
F

Cognitive Mediation of External influences and Parent Behavior

.Cognitive

External Influences Interpretation --------4 Parent Behavior

(Parent Model )

For the purpose of this study, it will be assumed that pirents, like

child, psychologists, constantly enact gm a model of parent-child socializa-

tion. This model is Composed of varying constructs that help to justify

most, if not all, parent behdViors. On a daily basis, parents are probably

not conscious of their models. Instead, they simply respond to the stimuli

immediately -pressing than at that moment in time, usually without consider-

ation for the internal construct that they are implementing. This is not

to say that parents don't take time to reflect upon themselves and their

interactions with their children. But many parent actions feel so natural

it would be difficult to reflect upon than or to ask why or where the

behavior cane froi. ,With careful questioning and probing, it is hypothe-

sized that the important variables underlying parent behavior can be

...
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uncovered and talked about. The primary origins of parent behavior in this

., study haft'been defined as the mediating beliefs; values, and attitudei
0

,
pertinenet to parent roles and parent expectations for their children.

According to George Kelly's theory on personal constructs, individuals
.., ct.

. are their cOngtruots. Through their constructs individuals perceive,

t

create and interact with the world. Behaviors provide a vehicle for .

individual s to "test out" their constructs which are their current set of
'....11..,

operating. assumptions relevant to a given event. Th9 "event" important to

...

Area Focus Two is parenting. Using Kellr s framework, a study on ,parenting

would not be a matter of cataloguing Observed parent behaviors. Instead, a
...,

study of parenting would attempt to identify pertinent superordinate and

subordinate constructs that are only suggested by the behaviors. Behaviors

are important only if they are appreciated as constructs which are being

acted out rather than holding an inherent liouth of their own. (For amore

extensive review of personal construct theory, see Appendix A.)

/
A framework for studying constructs of parenting has been developed

using the Profile of A Person model presented in Appendix.B. The

Profile of A Person is the beginning stage of an applied translation of

Kelly` s personal construct theory. According to the hypothetical model ,

individuals, 'Apart from having certain characteristic external features,

are composed of beliefs, values, attitudes (expectations), and behaviors.

.r Beliefs, values, attitudes, and behaviors represent different level of

personal cognitive strtktures; all levels are interrelated and mutually

supportive, though beliefs and values are more superordinate than attitudes

and behaviors. Constructs exist at each level (singular constructs) as
, .

well as across level s (more global constructs), such that a person `-has

Is

. I

.
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superordi nate constructs which could be singular beliefs or values, a

constellation ot beliefs, values, and/or attitudes, or a complete cross

section of interrelated beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviors. In this

case, an attempt will be made to specify the relevant beliefs, values and r

attitudes of parents to hopefully identify their more global construct, or

model, of parent-child socialization. Although no two parents will have

all the sere constructs operating at the same time,Aan important goal of

tile research is to identify common elements across individual constructs to

form a typology of folk models of parent-child socialization.

Research in identifying folk models of parent-child socialization

could be important to parent educators. Rather than immediately interven-

ing at the behavioral level, parent educators could increase their effec-

tiveness by helping clients trace the origins of their behavior, the

supporting constructs, the effects of these constructs in influencing their

interpretationsof events, and finally the particular model they have

created for parent-child socialization. With this complete picture, inter-

vention would be more individualized and self-directed. Parents could

identify and evaluate their own model, note inconsistencies, cases of poor
f

implementation of a construct, inadequate "testing" of a construct, con-

flicting subcontructs, etc. At this point, client interest and motivation

to change should be maximized because of the self-directed nature of the

intervention.

Operational tzirig ttje Model'

Beliefs have.been defined as the most fundamental component of a
s

person's internal makeup. Beliefs are the innermost notions an individual

has about the world in which he lives, setting the context within which

future constructs emerge. Beliefs, in this sense, are core to an
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individual's psyche. Beliefs are also difficult to articulate directly.

Many gut level beliefs are likely to be unconscious, while others exist at

the preconscious state, making their articulation accessible. For the

purposes of this study, two beliefs constructs were identified as impor-

tant. Belief Construct Oqe focused-on core notions that individuals have

about the nature of man--is man basica,11) good and trusting or hateful and

selfish? Belief Construct Two asked tht same questions as Belief Construct

One, but in reference to the nature of the child. Is the nature of the

child purity and innocence or sin and guilt? What are the differences in

parents who "begin" their parenting roles from radically different belief

constructs?

Values and beliefs are clAkely related, mutually supporting one

another in providing the base structure for other subordinate constructs.

Values, similar to beliefs, are integral to an individual, representing

what is good and bad, important and unimportant. Values give direction to

a person's life, leading him/her towards those values that are most impor-

tant and away from those_which- are least important. Where beliefs are a

kind of vague "sense," or gut level feeling about things, values are more

directly accessible and easier to articulate. In this study two values

constructs have been identified as important. Values Construct One focuses

on personal values--the values individuals hold for themselves. Values

construct Two lists the same values, but with respect to children. Figure

I shows the levels of personal cognitive structures, corresponding con-
.

structs and a flow chart of the constant feedback that occurs between

levels.

A complete review of the proposed plan of research is presentpd

schematically on page 68. External influences are depicted as those

events occurring outside an organism, as environmental inputs. Dotted
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lines connectigg external inputs with an *individual" suggest the rather

indirect, diffuse nature of th se events. External inputs are also

depihed as impacting the whole individual igdicating the range, of effects

of outside influences, only one. of which is being considered in this study,
0111W

that part of the individual concerned with the parenting role.

The Parenting Model is the hypothetical result of an individual 's

cognitive processing of external inputs within internal states. Opera-

tionally, the model is defined as resulting in beliefs about human nature,

beliefs about the nature of the child, and values for the individual and

values for children. These beliefs and values are representative of an

individual's world view at the most abstract level.

Attitudes are sets of expectations regarding appropriate and inappro-

priate behavior for individual s occupying certain social roles. The

translation of abstract beliefs and values results in attitude constructs

about parenting roles and children's roles. Children's roles and parents'

roles, are the major concerns of this study. These expectations are more

directly translated through actual role enactment as defined by, for

example, parent roles as educator, advisor, disciplinarian, authority

*e, and companion. Expectations for children might focus on obedience,

achievement, self- control, self-reliance, moral ity, aggression, curiosity,

hygiene, independence, and altruism.
74,

IV. RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Subjects

Subjects were recruited for pilot testing using two different parent

organizations, Mothers, Incorporated and Mothers of Twins. Both groups

consist of a'largely middle and upper middle income group of parents and

are self-supporting, self-initiated parent groups. Although the actual
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membership is comprised of mothers only, the SEDL mail-out of instruments

included duplicate sets of surveys with a special note seeking participa-

tion by fathers. Sixty-two surveys were used in data analysis; nineteen

surveys (30%) were from fathers. dw

Instruments

Paper and pencil instruments, surveys, and structured interviews were

used in data 461 1 ection. The following concerns provided the focal points

for data collection:

Beliefs about Human Nature: core beliefs about the true condition of

man--,the motivations and behaviors of man, expressed in polarized form; the

tendency to believe that man is either basically good or basically bad.

(Semantic Differential with 7 point scale)

Beliefs about the Nature of the Child: core beliefs about the natural

prpensities/expectatioils for a child -the motivations and behaviors of a

child, expressed in solarized form; the tendency/ to believe that children

are more pure and innocent that evil and sinful. t. Semantic Differential

with a 7 point scale) /r"

Values for Self: ideals and goals which motivate individual behavior;

what an individual thinks is good or bad, important or unimportant.

(Likert Scale, 6 point scale)

4 Values for Children: ideals and goals which parents define as

important for their children; ideals and goals parents would like to pass

on to their child* to enhance their success as adults. (Likert Scale, 6

point scale)

Parent Role: expectations regarding appropriate and inappropriate

parent behavior concernipg interactions with children, typical components

of the parent role would include the parent as "disciplinarian," "advisor,"
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"moralist," and "confident." (Structured Interview)

Children's Role: expectations parents have regarding appropriate and

inappropriate behavior for children, typical behavioral settings within

which expectations fall include "achievement," "obedience," "individual C
responsibility," "morality," etc. (Structured Interview)

V. RESULTS

Two different types of data were generated in Area Focus Two. Paper

and pencil data were collected on beliefs about the nature of people,

beliefs about the nature of children, values parents' have for thenselves

and values parents have for their children. Interview data were collected

about how parents enact their roles. Both types of data were considered

first as group data and second as individual data.

Parents' ratings of twenty -five (25) beliefs about the nature of

children and the nature of adults resulted in many significant differences.

Parents believe the nature of adults and the nature of children to be

significantly different along 23 of the 25 belief dimensions (see Figure

1). Figure 2,displays those dimensions on which children were given

significantly greater ratings. Figure 3 displays those dimensions on which

adults were given significantly greater ratings. In comparing the two sets

of items, it appears that the nature of children is viewed as significantly

different and more Positive than the nature of adults.

Although the retie of subjects to variables (belief items) was not

ideal, an exploratciry factor analysis was computed to look for linear

combinations of variables. After reviewing the original matrix of correla-

tions,

.

factors were identified by their Eigen values (greater than or equal

to 1.0), percent of variance accounted for, and psychological meaning of

items identifying the factor. Factor loading coefficients for individual

t,

"7 ^
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FIGURE 1: DIFFERENCES RR BELIEFS'ABOUT PEOPLE

ARO BELIEFS ABOUT CHILORENtr

About People it About Children

1. shy 4.3 4.2

2. honest** 4.8 5.6

3. helpless** 3.4 4.0

4. wild** 3.0 4.4

5. happy** 4.5 5.8

6. curious** 4.7 6.5

7. stubborn** 3.7 4.2

8. rational** 4.5 3.7

9. vulnerable** 5.1 6.0

10. friendly** 5.2 5.9

11. slow moving** 3.8 2.3

C\12. 't115,9** 4.1 5.9

13. _pen tempered 4.0 3.8

14. productive** 4.6 5.2

15. intelligent** 4.5 5.4

16. innocent** 4.3 5.9

17. involved with others** 4.1 5.4

18. conformist** 5.1 4.5

19. perfect** 3.0 3.8

20. loving**, 50,

21. anti-social* 2.8 2:4-

22. animal-like** 3.1 3.7

23-. demanding** 4.3 5.1

24. self-controlled** 3.6 2.5

unique** 5.1 6.1
lb.

tMaximum score equals 7 (high)

.
*Significant at .05 alpha leve
**Significant beyond, 1005 alpha

and minimum score equals 1 (low).

1, two-tailed probability,
level, two-tailed probability.
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FIGURE 2: BELIEF ITEMS ON WHICH RATINGS
FOR CHILDREN WERE SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER

THAN RATINGS FOR PEOPLE

t. honest 10. productive

2. ha 11. intelligent

3. wild 12. innocent

4. happy 13.. involved with others

5. curious 14. perfect

6. stubborn 15. loving

7. vulnerable 16. animal-like

8. friendly 17. demanding

9. trusting - 18. unique

FIGURE 3: BELIEF ITEMS ON WHICH RATINGS
FOR PEOPLE WERE SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER

THAN RATINGS FOR CHILDREN

t.

1. rational

2. slow-moving

3. conformist

4. anti-sdtial

5. self-controlled
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items was set at greater than or equal to .36 (see Figure 4). Given the

above considerations, four factors were identified for beliefs about the

nature of people and four factors were identified for beliefs about the

nature of children. Beliefs about the nature of people for FaCtor I

concern the social nature of children, for Factor 2 the general goodness of

children, for Factor 3 indvidual autonomy of children, and for Factor 4

naivete or innocence of children (see Figure 5). The four factors

identified for beliefs about the nature of people are similar,to those

identified for children with Factor 1 concerned with the general goodness

of people, Factor 2 concerned with beliefs about the more antisocial side

of people, Factori3 concerned with competence and rationalism of people,

and Factor 4 concerned with naivete or innocence of people (see Figure 6).

It is interesting to note tWat Factor 2 for beliefs about the nature of

adults, frames the isstie of man's social nature negatively, and Oe items

forming Factor 3, or competency ,,look more like individual autonomy or

Factor 2 for beliefs about children.

Although the same sets of items were used in the factor analysis, the

focus of concern, children or adults, resulted,in slightly different

configurations. The belief items for children line up according to

social-emotional factors and are positive in tone where the belief items
4

for adults include a more instrumental emphasis as well as a negatively

phrased social factor. This appears to reflect the more positive attitude

toward'beliefs about children as demonstrated in mean differences

previously discussed, (Figure 1), as well as the tendency to emphasize

social characteristics of children.

Factor -scores were generated using the mean score of the total group.

Figure7 shows the relative degree to which the total group believes
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FIE 4: CRITERIA FOR FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR PARENTS'

BELIEFS ABOUT'ADULTS AND PARENTS' BELIEF'S ABOUT CHILDREN

Factor Eigen Value
Percent

of Variance

Cumulative
Variance

Beliefs About the Nature of People

5.8 41.3 41.3Factor 1

Factor2 1.9 13.4 547

Factor 3 1 . 7 12.4 67.1

Factor 4 1.3 9.4 76.5

Beliefs About the Nature-of Children

4.9- 34.0 34.0Factor 1

Factor,2 2.4 16.7 50.7

Factor 3 1.8 12.4 63.1

Factor 4 1.3 9.2 72.3

1/4.4%*--
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FIGURE 5: FACTOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS' BELIEFS ABOUT THE NATURE OF CHILDREN

Item Number Item Stem r:factor Loadtn9

Factor 1: Social Nature

2 honest .53

10 friendly .43

15 intelligent .49

96 .47innocent

17 involved with others .44

20 loving .42

21 and-social -.83

Item Number

Factor 3: General Goodness

Item Stem

Item Number

Factor 2; Individual Autonomy

Item Stem 'Factor Loading

1 shy -.62

2 honest .35
S

3 i helpless -.52

14 productive .56

15 intelligent .38

18 conformist -.74

*Factor Loading Item Huber

5

_9

12

14

22

7

happy

vulnerable

'trusting

productive

'animal -like -

.. :35

.63

.72

.49

.44

*After, Varimak Rotation.

.

'81 t

Factor 4: Innocence

' Item Stem *Factor Loading

6:

10

17

20

25

curious

friendly

involved with others

roving

unique

..63

. 40

.41

. 43

..67

I S2
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FIGURE 6: FACtOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS' BELIEFS ABOUT TUG NATURE OF PEOPLE

Factor 1: General Goodnkss

Item Stem

1>

*Factor Loading item Number

1100eSt .71

vulnerable .36

trusting .44
.12 .0.

14
.4 productive .60

16 i innocent .71,

19 perfect .53

Item Number

Factor 3: Competence

Item Stem Factor Loading

'3 helpless

8 rational.

It productive

15 Intel/Neat

17 A involved with others

*After 1larliax Rotation.

b

83

.69

.43

'.52

f

0

S

0

Factor 2:,Anti-Social Nature

Item Stem *Factor Load!

3 helpless

11 slow moving

10 friendly

13 even-tempered

20 loving :OP

21 anti-social

. 36

.64

-.44

-.44

-.36

. 65-

Item Number

4

Factor 4: innocence
47P.

Factor LoadingItem Stem

d.
ti curious .68

10 friendly .5/

20 loving 460

t

81



Factor 1, Factor 3, and Factor 4, (general goodness, competency, and

innocence) to be strong components of the nature of adults. The groUp mean

rating on Factor 2 (anti-social nature) is comparatively low. The profile

of group mean factor scores on beliefs about the nature of children, their

general goodness, their high degree of innocence or naivete, and relatively

strong beliefs about individual autonomy as well.

Subjects were also asked to rate the importance of forty (40) valkles

first with respect to themselves and second with respect to their children,

A T-Test was computed to test for significcant differences in mean ratings

of each value. As -shown ain Figure 8, sixteen values had significant

differences between means. It is interesting to note that all of the

values with significant-differences are due to the increased importance of

the values for children as reported by the parents. The values parents.

stress more for their hildren than for themselVes cluster around

achievement - oriented values, personal development, and more traditional

values (see. FigVree ?).

After. subjects rated-etch value for importance
I(
they were asked to

I .

pick the ten most important val ues they have for themselves and then for

their children. As shown
sin

Figure 10 there is considerable agreement in

prioritization of values for parents and children. The notable exception

is the decreased importance aced on marrying and having children as a

value parents' want to p s on to their own children. In the words of one

mother, "If marri and family are important to me but 1y child chooses to

Fernatn-stg0Cteen that vatpe would be meaningless'."

,
0_ . .

Exploratory factor analysts was used to analyze values parents have

for themselves and values parents have for their children. Results of this

analysis pre tentative due to the low ratio of 'subjects t? variables
e

(items). After reviewing the original atrix of correlations,, factors were

78 8$ .,A
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FIGURE 7: FACTOR SCORES FOR TOTAL GROUP ere
USING GROUP MEAN.

- Factors

Belies About the Nature Of Children'

Factor 1 (Social Nature)

Factor 2 (Individual Autonomy)

\Factor 3 (General Goodness)

Total Group Mean *

5.5

4.4

5.2

Factor 4 (Innocence/Naivete) 5.8

*

Beliefs About the Nature of People

Factor 1 (General Goodness)

Factor 2 (Anti-Social Nature)
A

Factor 3 (C etence/RatiOnalism)

Factor 4 (Innocence/Naivete)

1.14

* Where 1 is low and 7 is high

4.144144

Sc.
79
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4.3

3.3

.4.5

I
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FIGURE 8: 14EAN DIFFERENCES FOR PINGS VALUES
FOR THERSELVES MO PARDITS' VALUES FOR THEIR *ULMER

Values

1. to be honest

2. to have good manners"

1. to have hobbies"

3. to be modest

to respect authority"

6. to marry and have children

7. to control your motions

8. to be interested in learning

9. to aka a lot of wrier

10. to speak out in front of otters

11. to be loyal to your

12. to be yen:self

13. to be PCPular

11. to be at hate aorta
.

15.' to be ale to defend yourself"

16. to be affectionate

17. to have a religion"

18. to be lite the majority

19. to be confidante of others

20. to be dependable

21. to openly express anger"

22. to be neat amd than

23. to be able to support mystl f

21. to alleys save money

25. to be ambitious"

2e. to enjoy relaxing and playing"

27. to hint a close SatulTh relation-
ship

28. to attest criticism"

29. to understand the feelings of
others

30. to enioz spending time alone"

41. to be at 900d listener

32. to be aggressive"

433 to be able to tolerate high
stress"

34. to kitty physically fit"

35. to stay busy all the tiro

34.. to have close frtiods

37. to travel'

38. to set high gculls

39. to hint a sense of humor

40. to be able to adapt to change

For Themselves
node

For Their Childrenr mode

5.2 I ' 5.0 5.2 5.0

3.8 4.0 4.2 4.0

2.8 2.0 2.7 2.0

3:2 2.0 3.7 1.0

3.5 3.0 3.9 1.0

3.2 2.0 3.1 2.0

3.2 3.0 3.1 3.0

5.2 6.0 5.1 6.0
47

2.5 2.0 2.7 3.0

3.1 2.0 3.3 1.0

1.7 5.0 1.5 5.0

5.2 6.0 5.1 6.0

2.6 2.0 2.7 3:0

1.3 5.0 1.5 5.0

3.6 1.0 1.2 1.0

1.7 1.0 1.8 5.0

2.9 2.0 3.2 2.0

.17 1.0 1.3 1.0

4.9 5.0 5.0 SA

Std 5.0 5.1 ' 5.0

3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0

3.8 1.0 3.9 1.0

1.3 5.0 1.7 5.0

3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0

3.1 1.0 3.1

1.1 5.0 1 e.7 5.0

1.1 1.0 1.5 1.0

3.7 1.0 1.2 1.0

1.9 5.0 5.0 5.0

4.2 10 16 5.0

4.7 5.0 17 5.0

2.5 1.0 3.0 3.0

3.1 1.0 1.0 1.0

1.0 '1.0 1.7 5.0

2.6 2.0 2.6 2.0

1.7 5.0 1.9 6.0

3.3 2.0 3.7 1.0

3.7 1.0 1.3 5.9

1.8 6.0 5.0 6.0

1.9 6.0 1.9 6.0

p AS" S. 01- 80
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FEVRE 9: VALUES WHIG PARENTS RATE HIGHER
OR THEIR CHILDREN THAN FOR .THEMSELVES

1. to set high goals

2. td be able to tolerate high stress

3. to be aggressive

4. to be ambitious

5. to be able to support myself

6'. to be able to defend yourself

7. to openly express anger

8. to accept criticism

9. to

10. to

11. to

12. to

13. to

14. to

15. to

16. to

have hObbies

enjoy spending time alone

keep physically fit

travel

enjoy relaxing and playing

have good manners

respect authority
2

have-religion
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/14 FIGURE 10: IMPORTANCE RANKING OF PARENTS' VALUES FOR THEMSELVES
AND PARENTS' VALUES FOR THEIR CHILDREN

RATING Wes ORDER

48

43 2

43 3

37 4

36 5

34 6

29 7

27 8

26 9

23 10

22 11

21 12

12 13

16 14

15 15

15 16-

14 17

14 18

11 19

9 20

8 21

22

8 23

7 24

6 25

6 26

6 27

5 28

4 29

4 30

3 31

3 32

3 33

2 34

2 35

2 36

37

1 38

I 39

0
ta

40

-a

pERSONAL_VALUES RATING ' RANK 04LIAx CNILDRENS aAlUis

to be honestto be honest

to be interested in learning

to be yourself

to be considerate of others

to be dependable

to underStapd the feelings of
others

to have close friends

to have a sense of humor

to be affectionate

to carry and have children

to be loyal to your family

to be a good listener

to enjoy relaxing and playing

to have a close sexual
relationship k

to be able to support pyself

to enjoy spending time alone

to be able to adapt to change

to be a hard worker

to keep physically fit

to respect authority

to be neat and clean

to Mie a religibn

tt set high goals,

to have good %Innen

to make a lot of money

to control your emotions

to travel

to accept criticism

to be able to tolerate high
stress

to be ambitious

to be modest

to be able to **fend yourself

to stay busy all the time

to speak out in front of others

to be popular

to always save money

to be aggressive

to openly express anger

.

to have hobbies

tap be like the mejOrfty

47 1

45 2

44 3

32 4

28 5

27 6

26 7

25

24 9

19/. 10

16 11

15 12

14 13

13 14

13 15

11 _16

17

11 18

11 19

11 20

10 21

9 22

8 23

8 24

7 25

7 26

6 27

28

5 29

4 30

3 31

32

1 33

1 34

35

1

37

1 38

1 39

0 40

to te interested in learning
sat

to be yourself

to be considerate of others

to be dependable

to have a sense of humor

to be affectionate

to understand the feelings of
others

to have close friends

to be loyal to your family

to be able to support myself

to keep physically fit

to have good manners

to 'Parry and have children

to be a gOod listener

to respect authority

to be ambitious

to enjoy relaxing and playing

to have a close Sexual

relationship

to be able to adapt to change

to be a hard worker

to set high goals

to be able to defend yourself

to enjoy spending tire alone

to control your emotions

to have a religion

to have hobbies

to accept criticise

to be able pi. tolerate high

stress
to be neat and clean

to stay tray all the time

to be modest

to sake a lot of money

to speak out in front of others

to be popular

to be tact Vie majority

to openly express anger

to always save money

to be aggressive

to travel I'
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identified by their Eigen values (greater than(or equal to 1.0), percent of

varianceliccounted for, and psychological meaning of items identifying the

factor (see Figure 11)'. Factor loading coefficients for individual literns

was set at greater than or equal to 3.5 (see Figures 12 and 13). With the

above considerations in mind three factors were identified for each set of
.._.

values. Again there is considerable continuity between factors for the two

sets of values, with instrumental values and personal development values

being the predominant theme of two factors. The differences in sets of

factors occur in Factor 3 where items suggesting prudence and modesty are

emphasized for children and items focused on social maturity and social

relations with others is emphasized for adults. Mean scores for the total

group on each factor were scapbted for the two values' Inventories as seen

in Figure 14. Factors emphasizing personal development are consistently

rated higher than factors emphasizing instrumental values; prudence is not

highly rated as a value parents want to pass on toitheir. children.

Both groups profiles consistently reflect a noticeablywhigher rating

of importance on social-emotional values in terms of personal growth and

development as opposed to rational-objective values in terms of achievement

and financial success. This difference in importance rating may be a

reflection of the middle and upper income status of the group of subjects.

Other research has suggested that individuals with relatively fewer

concerns about daily subsistence are afforded the "luxury" of valuing

sel f-devel opment and interpersonal growth.

As reported above, ideal conditions fdr a factor analysis were not

present in this pilot testing effort. With this in mind, factor scores
.

. were *generated for each individual that was interviewed and ;Individual

profiles were 'produced (see Appendix C). Item scores belonging to each

factor we're used to generate mean factor scores.
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so



FIGURE 11: 'CRITERIA -FOR FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR PARENTS'
VALUES FOR THEMSELVES AND FOR THEIR CHILDREN

r-
Eigen Value

Values Parents, Have for Themselves

Factor 1 (Instrumental) 9.45

Factor 2 (Personal Development) 4.68

Factor 3 (Social Maturity) 2.14

Values Parents Have fdr Their Children

Factor 1 (Personal Development) 9.12

Factor 2 (Instrumental) 4.74

Factor 3 (Prudence) 1.97

Percent Cumulative
of Variance Variance

36.5 36.5

18.1 54.7

8.3 . 63.0

34.3

17.9

7.4

34.3

52.1

59.6
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Item Number

FIGURE 12: FACTOR ITEM FOR PARENTS' VALUES FOR THEIR CHILDREN ,

Factor 1: Personal Development

. Item Stem *Factor Loading

8 to be interested in learning .44

16 to be affectionate .51

19 to be considerate of others .37

26 to enjoy relaxing and playing .48

27 to have a close sexual relationship .43

29 to understand the feelings of others .42

30 to enjoy spending time alone .64

31 to beagood listener .38

33 to be albe to tolerate high stress .43

34 to keep physically fit .48

36 to have close friends, :69

37 to travel .48

39 to have a sense of humor .79

40 to be able to adapt to change .66

After Varistwx Rotation.

92

Item Humber

Factor 2: Instrumental Values

Item Stem Factor Loading

0

5 to respect authority

7 to control your emotions

14 to be a hard worker

15 e to be able to defend yourself

22 to be neat and clean

23 to be able to support myself

24 to always save money

25 to be ambitious

35 to stay busy all the time

38 to set high goals

. 58

. 40.

. 65

. 39

. 60

. 64

. 57

. 70

. 47

. 36

Item Number

4110

Factor 3: Prudence

Its Stem Factor Loading

2 to have good manners

3 to be modest

18 to be like the majority

22 to be neat and clean

65
.66

.35

. 51

93 \
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Item timber

FIGURE 13: FACTOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS' VALUES FOR THEMSELVES

Factor 1: Instrumental Values

Item Stem *Factor Loading

5 to respect authority

7 to control your emotions

9 to make a lot of money

14 ' to be a hard worker

15 to be able to defend yourself

22 to be neat and clean

23 to be able to support myself

24 to always save money

25 to be ambitious

32 to be aggressive

33

34

35

38

to be able to tolerate high stress

to keep physically fit

to stay busy all the time

to set high goals

ti

.36

. 52

.49

.60

.52

.63

.58

.51

.81

. 71

.52

.41

.76

.72

. *After Varimax Rotation --
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Item Number

Factor 2: Social Maturity

Item Stem

19 to be considerale of others

20 to be dependable

28 to accept criticism

29 to understand the feelings of others

31 to be a good listener

34 tereep physically fit

36 to have close friends

*Factor Loading

. 77

.58

.40

.77

.66

.37

.52

Item Number

Factor 3: Personal Development

Item Stem *Factor Loading

8 to be inte,'ested in learning

16 to be affectionate

21 tolopenly express agner

26 to enjoy relaxing and playing

27 to have a close sexual relationship

30 to enjoy spending time alone

31 to be a good listener

36 to have close friends

37 to travel

.66

. 51

.40

.63

.35

.71

.42

.54

.37

95



FIGURE 14: FACTOR SCORES FOR-TOTAL GROUP

USING GROUP MEAN

Values

Value; Parents Have foThemselves

Factor 1 (Instrumental)

Factor 2 (Interpersonal Development)

Factor 3 (Social Maturity)

Values Parents Have for Their Children

_Factor 1 (Interpersonal Development) 4.7

a

Total Group Mean *

:3.4

4.6

4.3

Factor 2 (Instrumental-) 3.8

Factor 3 (Prudence) 3.1

* Where 1 is low and 6 is high.

'SG 4
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. Superimposing the profiles on each other resUlted in a wide variation

in responses. Although most respondents' profiles reflected the general

profile of the group mean, there was noticeable individual variation along

certain factors. Although some.thdividuals shared factor scores, they were

equally likely to have very different scores on other factors. The

complexity of human behavior is implicit in the seeming similarity yet

glaring inconsistency of persons' scores on factors. Some of the variation

it undoubtedly due to error variance in the instrument itself and low

reliability of factors, but other sources of variation are likely to stem

from individual idlosynciasies regarding certain beliefs and/or values

which .may or may not be logically or rationally connected to other beliefs

and valdes. iThere may an internal press which is.not explicitly logical or

rational which acts to connect personal beliefs and values inasmuch as that
-

is,der4ved from within the internal system (Unique social history) of the

indi4idual, and therefore idiosyncratic. Also, it seems likely that

individuals sharing some valpes.may of share other values. All of the

above considerations could provide some eAplanations for the somewhat

erratic set of individual profiles.

Interview Data
11.

- Nine parent interviews were conducted.. The interviews were designed

to elicit self-report information about pdrent roles and child roles, and
1

to loOk for relationships between these roles and the beliefs and values of
, #

Rarents. The purpose of this phase of the research plan was to develop and,

test the interview schedule. The interview process was seen as develop-

mental in nature and revision in interview. material occurred throughout

pilot testing.

The interview schedule and its various revisions included the

following four components: (itppendix D)
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*

1. Parents and Children Together. Three to four sentence stories

. were read to ptrents. Each story was about a particular, and relatively

common, parent-child interaction. Parents, were asked to respond with

.
exactly what they would say and. do in that siltuation. Each parent-child

.

vignette also included a series of structured questions to which the

parents respond . 1

2. The Parent Psychologist. This component of the interview con-
.

sisted-of a five part series of questions designed to get more direct

information about each parent's thoughts and concepts, about (1) child

development, (2) personality development of children, (3) moral development

of children, (4) discipline, and (5) family life.

3. Parent Sentence Completion Task. Each parent was Asked to

,complete a series of incomplete sentences. All sentences related to parent

riles and parent-child-relations.

4. Demographic Infdrmation. General demographic information was

collected in this component of ,the interview. On top of etting data on

t?
- -

the numberfof children in the family, religious affilia on, education

level, etc., more personal questions were also asked. The latter included

questions tapping each individual's level of satisfaction with themselves

as a parent, their satisfaction with their spouse as a parent, and their

evaluation of how happy they renemberdd their childhood to be.

Part 2 df the interview schedule, The Parent Psychologist, way not

admtniStered to each subject as it was developed at the conclusion of the

interview process. Although the vignettes appeared to be effective in

eliciting parent role information, the indirect nature of this type of item

also generated indirect responses at times. Co4equently a more direct

line of questioning was developed to complement the indirect approach of

the vignettes.
fr
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Parent Model Variables

Nine model variables were identified for organizing and

evaluating interview data These variables are not conclusivg, but

placement of parent data-along these variables did suggest seven parent

models. The nine variables that did appear seem to be important

, considerations for most any sliocussion of parent models of child

socialization. The nine variables include the following: /

1. Adult-Centered: parent sees child behaviors and most.world

events) from the perspective of an adult; tendency to intkrpret child
,

eicaviors according to how they are affected by them, and may even take

certain child behaviors and actiopsspersonally.

2. Child-Centered: parent is aware of and concerned about the

Child's thoughts and feelings; seeing child behaviors from the perspective
.

of the child; considering the child's posJition.

3. Information-Centered: parent tends to Took at and consider

A

a

particular situations and circumstances, parent who may want to,,get more

information about a situation before responding to it, could range from

parent who is so information oriented tet are "analytic" to parent who

simply wants to know all the facts before evaluating a situation;

"inforamtion" could range from descriptive information sUrrounding a

particular event or general/educational information sought tor the purpose

of expanding parent awareness.

4. Emotional.Reactiveness: extent to which a parent vleacts rather

than'responds to a situation; ranging from a parent who views many

children's behaviors as normal and a parent who sees many children's

behaviors as possible signs of "abnormality" or problems; ranging from a :

parent who can ignore many behaviors and a parent who cannot.

90
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5. Intentionality: extent to which a Parent assigns a positive,

negative .0r neutral evaluation to achild's intentionsi ranging from

parents who see-chillirenis- wrongdoings as consctoutly intended and parents

who see children as.Oasically incapable, of ill-intent; often an issue of

trust.
I

6.. Role of the Environment: (a) extent to which the parent,

structures the internal, family environmedt for children and their needs

and/or adults and their needs, and (b) extent to which the parent attempts

to control and otherwise mediate the Ahild's interactions with the external

'environment, particularly with adolescents.

7. Child as bedsion Maker: (a) extent to which parent encourages

or allows the child to make his/her own decisions, and (b) parent willing-

ness to actually live with the consequences oNny of the decisions the

child has been entrusted to make.

8. Fragility of Child: extent to which the parent emphasizes the

more °dVicate" or ,fragile nature of the child and the child's self-

concept; a parent high in this concern may place a lot of importance on
1

always doing the right things;parent may feel solely responsible for the

child's development, happiness, and well-being rather than giving the child

some resppnsibility for that.
ti

9. Confidence Level of Parents: degree of'confidence regarding

parenting decisionsi extent to which the parent may look to the interviewer

for approval (assumption of a 'right and wrong answer), parent who may tend

to look for professional help rather than trust their own skill and/or

judgment.

Description of the Parent Model

Interviews were read and scored according to the nine categories

jr
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n

described above. Seven.) Categories. wOte scored by their presence (+) or

absence (-). The Environment varike, (a) and (b), was scored according

to the degree of input/control by adults (A) or children (C) or a

combination of the two. The Child as Decision Maker Variable, (a) given

the child by the parent, and (,b) the extent to which the parent is willing

to accept the consequences of- decisions made by the-child, were scored

using a ruing scale (1-5) and presence (+) or absence (-) respectively.

Figure 15 depicts the seven models, how they are scored, as well as °scoring

key. Although this seems like a relatively simple scoring technique, the

"real" score is the configuration of scores along the nine dimensions.

Seven parenting models of child socialization were identified in the

pilot testing phase of the research. The seven parent models can be

distinguished by their placement along the nine variables previously

deTed: The following is a short narrative of each of the seven parent

models. Although noilndivi4ual parent consistently acts as the models)

would predict, for explanatory purposes the models will be presented as

such. Most parents tend to behave consistently but there will always be

certain issues c),. sets of circumstances that provoke atypical behaviors.

Thelnarratives will present the models as though people, i.e., parents,

behave in a consistent manner. Because parents, people, do notAtt so

consistently, the nael'ative may seem overly simple.

Model 1: The Authoritarian Parent

[.$
Awth

V> .

e, Parent-

Centered

Chfid-
Centered

infolistion
Ceetered

intentionality

ef Child

Resilience
cif Child
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FIGURE 15: PARENT MODELS4OF CHILD REARING
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The Model 1 parent tends to view ,the world from the adult's perspec-

tive most-of the time. This parent is so immersed in their own way of

looking at things, consideration or the child's feelings and perspective

or extenuating Circumstances is unlikely. This parent will tend Towards a

negative evaluation of a child's intentions and is not very trusting of the

child's competence or judgment. A child's resiliency or fragility is .

.probably not considered. Instead, the Model 1 parent, in viewing from

hi's/her adult peripective, is likely to expect a more adult-like tough-.,

nest" fran the child, a kind of "pull yourself up by the bootstraps"

philosophy. So, in terms of resiliency, the Model 1 parent woild, tend to

see t4child as controller of his/her resiliency rather than thinking of

it as a general state or condition. Considering the exclusive parent-

(self - centered position of the Model 1 parent, power and control are less

likely to be shared with children.'

The Model 1 parent would probably structure the family envirorment

with adult needs and interests coming first. This could range from the

parents not al lowing the children to play in the house to only letting them

play when it does not inconvenience them, to constantly supervising and

monitoring their play. Because the Model 1 parent is more suspicious of a

child's motivations he/she is likely to exert strong control over the

child's interactions with the external environment, particularly as the

child approaches adolescence and begins to show signs of independence. The

suspicious nature of the parent may include a similar attitude about the

intentions of others, resulting in a parent attitude not trusting eith6r

the child or other people and situations the child could confront in the

external environment. Coincident with this lack of tryst is the parent' s

limited view/of the child as a decision-maker. This parent is not only
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less likely to let We child make his/her own decisions, those decisions

which the child does make are likely to be suspect by the parent.

The Model 1 , oarot projects-eAigh degree of confidence, possibly bo r-

dering on righteousness, as a parent. Parent, authority and firm convic-

tions about their world view give them support. This firmhgonfidence

Coupled with their somewhat egocentric perspeCtive rests in their

tendency to be more emotionally reactive. This is exacerbated by their

preference for control; when the child behaves contrary to expectation( the

parent may take it personally as well-as feel frustrated by the seeming,

albeit momentary, lack of control over the situation.

Model 2: The Permissive/Overly Protective Parent

I

dig

4.

'Firer!-
Centered
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Centered
InfOrmation
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Inkenticmality
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of Child
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00 !
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lb)
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fa)

1

Maker
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Confident*

of Parents

.

Emotional

Reactiveness

M407
N ornrnfectivet'ornissive
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g.

The Model 2 parent is child-centerpd,'exclusively., This parent tends

to be very concerned about how the
/
child is f eling, to the seeming

exclusion of the feelings of others. 'This pant is constantly trylpg tO

view the world from the child's perspective ai,thodgh it were the only
. . ,r,

legitimate perspective available. The implied'singular validity of the

child's perspective is supported in the /mrent's unreserved belief in the

goodness of the child's intentions. This polarized attitude aboul the
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child is exaggerated further by the parent's belief in the child's

fragility. Believing the child to be low in resilience,, this parent fee1S

.
more responsible for the growth,

child. This assumed responsibil

child and what the child may be

development and ill timate happiness of the

i
ity increases the,parent's attention to the
., c
thinking and feeling.

The Model 2 parent may gb one of two general directions in parenting
4

A

i their child. Either direction reflects the more excluOve interest and

concern for the child, which could lead the parent to overly protect the

child or be overly perinissive wi th the,shil d. The former parent wi 11

believe the child's delicate nature should be sheltered 17i'd insulated ang

accanplish this by hovering over and closely monitoringAhe child. The

)

latter parent will have a very different, interpretation of how to protect

the child, feeling that total freedom to let the child develop unhampered

is the best 4otection. So, although the model and underlyihg premises are
I

the same, the enactment of the model leads a parent towards one of two
".

extremes, maximum freedom or maximum control. Note that the kind of

.11.

'control manifested by the protective, Model 2 parent is not the same as the

control manifested by the Model 3 parent.
,

The pervissiv,e parent doe's not exert much parental control or

authority as traditionally portrayed. The parent's exaggerated focus on

the child undermines the parent -child power-sharing, probably resulting in

' the child gaining power by default. As such the internal, family environ-

, ,
ment is structured ar.ound the needs and interests of the child rather than

the adults. The permissive parent exerts little or no contort over the

child's interactions with the external environment, excluding situations
t
that may be life threatening. In terms of decision-making, the permiisive

parent is likely to give the child an unusual degree of freedom, justifying
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.it with the belief that the child knows what, best for him/her and the

belief in the .naturally good intentions of Children. All of, these beliefs

woitl-dpl ace the parent in -the-posi tion /of -forcing themselves to justify_and_._

accept all of the child's decisions -- convincing themselves the child's

decisions are right whether or not they actually felt that way.

It is more difficult to predict' the degree of parent confidence and

the emotional reactiveness of Model 2 parents`. Parent confidence is likely

to be high giYen the strong set of convictions supportitIg the model. On the

other hand, to the extent that the child-centered parent is forced to

abandon-their own interests-and motivations, enacting this model.may briny

periodic dissonance which would undermine confidence. This might also be

the case in parent emotional reactiveness. On the one hand the parent may

4'

be so coterned with the child, he/she may overreact to any sigts of

discontent in the child (exorting the child to indicate how the parent can

make everything all-right) or the parent may take everything in stride and

simply let the child run free, content to deal with the repercussions, if

-)there are any, of a parenting decision.

The overprotective parent exerts consideralile control and parental

authority, as he or she is unwilling for the child to experienc'e anything

harmful or negative. The internal environment is likely to be- structured

, around the child; the child would be watched closely to prevent or

otherwise take care -of any possible accident's. The same kind of close

0
monitoring would occur in_the child's interactions with the external -

environment. This parent may be inclined to intervene 4ip behalf of the

child whenever ,he/she experiences confliCto for example with a teacher in

school. In the same manner, this parent is unlikely to give the child too

much responsibility in decision-making, fearing the child may make a 'wrong
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deciston. The anxiety generated over the near non-Stop job' of protecting

the child from harm and discomfort is likely to undermine the parent's,

confidence and leave him/her emotionally charged.,
w--

Model 3: The Behaviorist Model.
(.
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Unlike the parent centered model on the child centered model 'where the

adult is pfeoctqpied with one person's world view, the information centered

parent is preocctpied with !information,
4111

in this case the evens, ci?cum-

stances and facts of a situation, from.which these parents delve their

world view. The information centered parent nay extend his/her "data" base

by reading about porenting and child de41opmen. The information - centered

parent is less concerned with the thoughts,,and feelings of themselves or A

others, and there is less consideration of the child's intentionality as it

appears irrelevant to the real information- -the fact's. In thd same manner,

the child is not seen as,resilient or 4agilt, another seemingly irrelevant

consideration ion _the information-based parent.

The behaviorist parent is likely to have the internal environment

structured into adult spaces and children'i spaces. There is no reason to
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believe the inf nnation-based parent would be especilly interestedjin

making the home environment more or less child or adult oriented. There is.
also no reason to believe the behaviorist parept would or would not mediate

the external environment for the child. Model 3 parent would be

susceptibl? to having kuse rules that would structure home activities. To
.0 , I

the extent that there were rules governing the child's behaviors, given the
,,

set of reul es the child would be free to operate on his/her own. This
.

would result in the external environment being somewhat0mediated by the

1arent, but not completely. In a similar manner', the behaviorist parent

would be inclined to let the child make a significant nttnber of individual
f

decisions, but the parent would be involved in having set up clear

fly* the child in considering the decisions. Whelhe the parent

clearly canmunccated allwf the consequences for any decisions made, the

child could Avehinalrpcinsibility for any decision made and the parent

would be able .to accepitwhatever was decided.

Model 3 parents should have a high level of confidence; they are

supported- by the seeming logic of theft style of parenting and may feel

comfort in the highly cognitive nature of this model. Given' the high

cognitive orientation, the behaviorist parent:pis not likely to be

.emotionally reactive. Model 3 parents would be more inclined to evaluate a.
.

'situation according to the particular set gif events leading to it and then

respond accordingly.

.
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Model 4: 4: The Confused Parent
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The donfuied Parent is pare"nt centered and child centered--the

ultimate source of confusion. This parent tends to be alternately immersed

in their am perspective or their child's perspective, oftentimes crting

a double bind. _Due to _their immersion in one or the other's perspective

a(id their strong 'Concern for ti* feelings attached to either perspective,

they may fail to-

tin. The dual

Sider the actual events or circumstances of a situa-

.... _

. into every mode of 'parenting behavior such that the Arent may alternately

i
-- view the child's intentions as generally go) od or generally bad. When

()Orating from the parent-centered, or self-centered, mod the parent is
. IPC

0 4
k

likely to evaluate the_thild's behaviors and intentions from adult expecta-/

-centered/child-centered) perspectiveilters down

tions and standards, ptissibly resulting in a negative judgment on he

chlici. When operating from the child-centered perspective, the parent is

likely to excuse child behaviors that might otherwise have been reacted to

punitively.
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Depending upon the particular mode in which the parent is operating,

the confused parent will view the child as resilient (tough) or 'fragile and

del icate. Thisresults in the child al ternately experiencing adult

expectations and directives at may feel unreasonable, on one hand, and

more 1 ndul gent,. oyerl nurturant parent responses on they other hand. In

_1/
one 'moment the child may feel "spared" arid the next moment he/she may feel

overwhelmed. In spite of the dual positions, when power and control are

considered Nthe parent centered position is likely to supercede the child

position. Since power is difficult to split up and an important dimension

in most relationships, and given the emotional commitment to being "right"

in an exclusive parent perspective, Model 4 parents are more likely to

retain parent control and power in the house.

The Vdel 4 parerit probably struciures the internal, home envirorment

in a manner suited for children and for adults, with each having separate

spaces. This would meet both biases the parent struggles with. The

child's interactions with the external environment would probably reflect

another series of mixed messages from the parent, where the parent

,p 1 te rn ate)), gives.the child consider able, freedom to negotiate hi s/her own

way and also creating clear barriers to doing so. The issue of parent

control would be at hand during these exchanges as well as whatever

perspective the parent was having regarding the, child's intentionality and

resilience. Model 4 children would also experience mixed messages

regarding decision ma kirig. Depending upon the most active mode in which

the parent was functioning, the child may or may nOt be permitted to make

decisions and the parent may or may not be comfortable with accepting the

consequences of the child's decision. 4It might even be pos.;ible for a

Model 4 parent to be very comfortable with giving the child a particular



14

, .

decision-makiqg responkibility on one day and feel entirely,different about

.it the next.

The confidence of Model 4 parents probably vacillates. The difficulty
0

of reconciling two seemingly4pposing perspectives is likely to leave them

feeling frustrated, confused, and possibly tense about their parent role

and responsibilities. The anxiety generated by these concerns would
41

contribute to a situation already primed for emotional reactiveness of the

parent. The Model 4 parent -is likely to be a parent who is very authori-

tartan in style, but Struggling to modify that stance. This maybe a parent

who is in a transition phase of growth and development as a person or a

parent, moving from a (self)-centered perspective to an (other)-centered

perspective but having difficulty doing so.
.4

Abel 5:' The Romantic Parent 4

4
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The Romantic Parent is ch414 centered and information centered. This

parent enjoys viewing the world from the child's perspective but offsets

this by paying attention to information.from the environment. This parent

is interested in understandfng the child's behavior and will use whatever
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information he/she can access to do so, which would include information

regarding the particular eVents in a, situation as well as more general or

educational information regarding child development, child ptychology, and

. parenting. This extra-curricular type of parent involvement supports the

. parent's interest and,concern for the child, but also balinces that

perspective by injecti-ng outside opinions acid perspectives into the parent

role.

The Model 5 parent assumes their child has generally good intentions,

through their related assumptions may not be as romantic as those of Model

2 parents because of their mutual interest In outside information/

education. In the same vein, Model, 5 parents regard the child as reason-
.

ably resilient, but fragile enough to be conscious of their parent role and

concerned about doing things right. Where Modal 5 `parents try to do what,

they think is right and best (acknoii,tedging that they sometimes make

mistakes), they are less inclined to feel that the child's self-concept is

hinging on singular parent behaVigrs. This should free-up some of the

anxiety experienced by parents perceiving th*selv to be sole guardians

of their child's Oiny, making Model 5 parents less emotionally reactive.

One would predict the Model 5 parent to" structure the internals

environment around children, but not to the exclusion of parents. This

might be reflected in the children's feeling like they and their parents
/*

share the .house and that mosirany part of the house was available for

playing. The Model 5 ptrellt would not allow the child to take over 'the

premises a$, the Model 2 parent may. 'The Model 5 parent would be less

inclined to negotiate the external envirorruent for their'children. Given

their high level of trust, their belief in the general goodness of

children, and their willingness to see the ct4ld as separate fran
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themselves, they are likely to have a communication system that allows then

rparti,tipate in their children's activities by providing input, but no

more than .that. Children' s responsibility for decision - making woul d '0

probably be handled in a similar manner.

Model 6 parents woul d' tend to be highly cortfident in their parent

roles. Their sincere enthusiasm and interest in their children at well as

their base of supporting information regarding parenting and chil d

development 'encourage this confidence. All of this contributes to a

relatively calm parenting style, saving the parent from emotional

outbursts.

Model 6: The Consul ting Parent

Recent- Child- isformation Intentionality Res

Centered Centered, Centered of Child

ilience Envimnprist CRIld as Respon-

of Child

Ibdel
roeulltini 'event

141 I Lbi

A-C

sable Decision Niter

Con! fsSence
of RarentS_

Ceentlona I
Reactiveness

The.Model 6 parent is strikingly similar to the Model 5 parent. The

dtstinguiohing difference is the Mo.del 6 parent's apparent balance between

the parent-centered, child-antered, and information-centered variables.

The sub.siquent etractment of this parent model leads the parent to'consider

their own, adult needs and interest as much as they consider those of the

children. They have anleven clearer sense of themselves and their children

11 4
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as separate individuals. As such, children are seen more as little people,

although different bin aduits. Copsequently, children's intentions are

sometimes good and sometimes bad. If pushed to take one position or

another, the Model 6 parent would probably say the child's intentions are

mostly good. Similarly, the child tliseen as a fairly robust entity, ?t

least robust enough for parents to make mistakes frail time to time.

The internal , home envirorrnent for the Model 6 parent would againb

similar to Model 5. Parents and children would share the house with mutual

respect for individual 01vacy, for example by having a house rule requir-

ing parents and children to knock on individual bedroom doors before

entering. In terms of the external envirorrnent,Model 6 parents are likely

to consult with their children about their interactions with the outside

world, but they may also lay out some definite ground rules that Model 5
,

parents may not. In other words, the margin for parent discretion is
de

different for Model 5 and 6, although in general, a "consultative' approachrto parenting would be used, particularly as the child grows older.

Model 6 parents are very confident aboult themselves and theiro

parenting roles. They are likely to have an Open style of'cCariunication

. with their Children which allows than to keep in close contact.with then.
,..

. .,
This-can only add to parent confidence as they have little to wohdez about.

1
This,open4tyle of ccmmunication and the tendency to act as a consultant

\ will exhibit itself in the extent to which these parentPgive their

children responsibility for making thefr own decisions. Periodically,

Model 6 parents may become more dirsortive with their children, particularly

regarding matters they feel partjaularly strong about, perhaps a values

issue. So, %general they Will consult with their children tegarding

their individual decision- making, except,i\n areas Of high importah.ce' to
.



ttiem. The kind of open relationship between Model 6 parents and their .

children would'allow the parent to be directive idth their children from

time to time, without upsetting them. In fact, considering the historical

pattern of their relatioihip, those times when the Model 6 parent does

became seemingly "one - sided" would act as a cue to the child that the

parent felt particularly Strong about an issue and that he/she would just

have to accept that. This kind of give-and-,take between parent are child

should reduce everyone's emotional reactiveness. The differences between

Model 5 parents ang.Model. 6 parents pay bnepore of degree rathirokhan

kind.

Model 4 The Authoritative Parent
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..The Authoritative Patent is parent-cohered and information-centered.

This dual perspective is an effective balance between, being sel f-centered

and too emotionally involved and too information-centered and unemotionally

involved. The parent maintains his/her sincere interest in the concerns

and interests of the child by becoming wel 1-informed parents. Their

personal experience of tie child may not be as intimate as another parent,
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Out there is a strong commitment to the child and caring for him/tier. The

Model 7 parent also maintains a strong investment -in their adult perspec-

tive. Rode] 7 parents may reflect the opinions and attitudes of a partic-

ular parent expert, like Haim Ginott or Thomas Gordon. Their interest in
.

being wel14:infonned may result in their using a particular vocabulary or

kind of jargon to express their parenting style.
,

The extent to which they

have completely integrated that particular philosophy Vary as it may be

a kind of "intellectual" alliance rather thanr a heartfel belief.

The authoritative parent believes in the general goodness of children,

though not in a romantic way. They see the ichild as resilient and expect

to make some parenting mistakes from which the child will be unaffected.
.

The authoritative parent is likely to structure the home environment for
.

/

children and adults. The space is probably shared to a great degree, -

though the children may be expected to pick up their 'toys immediately aftqr.
I

playing with them, keep a net and tidy bedrocrn, etc., The child's inter-

actions with the external environment would be negotiated by parent and

child, with the parent offering more direction than a Model 6 parent and

keeping a slightly firmer grip on the child's coming and going.. At these

times. the parents would see very clear di fferences between chil dren' s roles
..,

c .

and parents' roles, the lines of authority being clearly drawn. There is a
i.

slight "edge" to this model's parental authority that is less likely 1-n
.

Model 6. This same pattern would hold true in how ede1 6 parents delegate
1

.

decision-making to their children.

...,
Authoritative parents feel well-informed, have a 'co'nfortable separa-

tion of identities from heir children and have a high degree of cOnfi-

dence. They are relatively calm parents, although in their more sV f-

righteous moments this would not be the case. Model 7 parents may

% .
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experience conflict when something they have read does not it with their
,..

personal ( parent- centered) perspecitiv6, This dissonance is likely,to make
IP

certain parent-child interactions emotionally charged as the parent

attempts to resolve the differences between what they are comfortable with
f

and what they have read and otherwise subscribe to.

Summary of Parent Models Based on Parent Interviews

The seven parent models represent seven different possible canbina-
. A

tions of parents' ratings on nine variables of parenting. The nine

variables _introduce a structured format in which parenting behavior can be

observed, investigated and discussed. Although the models overlap at.

different Junctures, there are important differences betweer4each model on

at least one given variable. The nine variables act as a kaleidoscope of

parenting, rotating and shifting to create new patterns. The seven models

represent the most visible or predictable parent model s, close considra-

Mon of the nine variables (a more subtle rotation in the kaleidoscope)

could produce any number of hypothetical models.

Every attempt was-aide to present the model s non-Judgmentally. All

models have their strengths and weaknesses wherl taken to an extreme, except
...

perhaps Model 6 which intuitively appears to be the most balanced and lea"it
.

susceptible to extremity. The common denominator for most parents is their

love for their children and their stncere desire to be good parents. The

extent to which a parent is able to communicate this love and interest to

their children, regardless of their particular model, will probably nullify

many of the possible negative side effects inherent in any of the models.

There are many ways in which a parent and child can communicate.this

important message oflove and support to one another.
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It would seen that the purpose of any re'asearch in parenting would bap

,

to help parents become aware of all the important assumptions, implicit and

explicit, that they have about children and parent. It seems important for %

parents to see how these assumptions are mutually supportIVe and intimately

connected. Having gone through this kind of self- awareness, parent can

actively choose how they may or may not want to moth fy,their model .
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

The significant differences in parent beliefs about the nature of

adults and the nature of children suggests strong'sup'port for parents

having a particular notion of "child" that may affect them as parents.

The data suggests that parents think children are not simply a population

of "little people" with the same variations of goodness and badness as

adults, rather that they are in a class by themselves. The pattern of

significant differences also suggests that this separation between adults

and children is because children are "better." For example, children

are believed.to be more honest, more happy, more friendly, more trusting,

more loving, and more unique, gas well as being more productive and in-

telligent than adults. In, contrast, the nature of adults merits being

more rational, more slow moving, more conforming, more anti-social,
41

and mare self-controlled. Given those differences, it seems reasonable

to conclude that if pe"ople were to choose which they would rather be,

an adult or a child, they might choose the latter.

Interpreting the differences further, the data suggests that be-

coming an adult involves more losses then gains. It is therefore not

?urpOlising that many parents want to protect their children from this

rrocess as long as possible. This is all in fitting with the notion

of the child as ."innocent" and our cultural romance with this' On the
')

other hand, it may be as much a reflection of some negative anti ambiv-
,

alent feelings of the sample regarding people in general. It may not

be that children are so great, but that adults are not. Regardless of

the particular explanation, adult expectations for children and other

adults are 44 tole considerably different based on the differences
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in beliefs-about their basic natures. As stated prior, the differences

may say more about the sample's beliefs about the nature of adults than

the nature of children. P

,Thd values portioh of-the survey provoked considerable comments

from respondents, supporting the/notion that values are important areas

of concern for individuals. One respondent commented, "I appreciate

the opportunity to have participated in this questionnaire because it

heightened my awareness of my own values and naturally caused me to

contemplate the values, goals, and characteristics which I aspire to

'\\ convgy to our child." Many respondenti confessed to being "surprised"

by their values, remarking on the number of thoughts and discussions

stimulated by the questionnaire. Comments like these consistently

reflected the personal experience people have when discussing their own

values. This importance may be suggested by the relatively small vari-

ation in importance and prioritization of the values parents have for

themselves and the values parents have for their children.

The few differences in importaRpe of values for children and

values for parents demonstrated an increased importance of the values .

for childrenj-- Parents as a group did not hold one value for themselves

ol

which they did not want to pass on to their children. It seems that

parent want to not only pass orpthe values they have, but to pass on
`

more Q. some particular values. For initance, parents appear to want

4

their children to set higher goals than they did for theMselves, to,be

able to tolerate more stress, to be more aggressive, to be more ambitious,

to be better able to defend themselves and support themselves, to express

anger more openly, to better accept criticism, to have more hobbies,
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4 \I,
,\etc. It is also interesting to note that alttiough,Value 5, to respect

authority, and Value 17, to have a religion, were not high priority

values, there was a highly significant difference of importance (increased
Ii

importance for children) between them on the Likert Scale ratings.

PrioritAing values was reported to be the most difficult task for

respondents. With one exception, the top ten values for parents and

for children are the same. Regarding the exception, parents seem to be

clear about the values they have and receive from being married,and

parenting, but there is a striking difference between this.and,their

willingness to pass that value on to their children. This could

reflect a pessimistic outlook on the future and feasibility of long term

relationships. It may also reflect a parental unwillingness to seem

"old-fashioned" or too. traditional in their pals and values for their

children. One cannot help but wonder what it must be like for Oirents

to experience their own apparent personal satisfattion and related import-

ance of this goal, but Who also feel apparent discomfort about passing it

on .to their children. People may confuse having a value and passing it

on with having aevalue and demanding its' acceptance. It is hard to say ,

what differentiates the other nine values (honesty, learning, being your-
.

self, dependability, having a sense of humor, being affectionate, having '

close friends and understanding the feelings of others) from the value of

marrying and having children resulting in the latter receiving the greatest

loss in priority.

Other differences that emerged,from the prioritizatjgoof values

reiterated parental desire for their children to be ambitious, to hi/a-
.

good manners, to be able to defend theMselvev, and to have hobbies. On
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the other hand, idriotitizatiion also resulted in a decrease in parents'

priority for children tehjoywelaxing and playing, to have a close

- sexual relationship, to be h good listener, and to make:alot of money.

7

Parents seem considerably more comfortable with valuing ambition rather

than money, although the two are often one in the sad. One parent

referred to this dif4rence in the following comnient: "The real

difficulty is in distinguishing between my values and how my time is

S.

actually spent. ThiS (prioritizing) doesn't work because how I spend

my time and what impacts me is very different from what I value. For

example, money is not a value to me, but 5upporting'my family with

advantages is- -e.g., travel, education, clothes, etc."

The structured interviews lead to nine variables of parenting

which resulted in the -development of seven possible parent models of ,

childrearing. 'The nine variables.appear to covet all df the important

concerns of the parent-child roles. Manipulation of "scores" along the

nine diMensions also results in logical models of parenting as well as

hypothesis about those models given changes-1,n certain variables.

Although allknine of the variables are important, Adult-Centered, Child-

Centered, information-Centered and Resiliency of the Child seem to be

important pivot points. Itwill be important:to conNer all nine

variables more closely and use them more directly in future research on

*--7- parent models of childrearing.

The paper and pencil sures of parent beliefs and values provided

interesting and useful group data, but using the data to predict individual

parent models is unfounded. There are no apparent patterns of profiles

which hold true across individuals, although the pattern of any single

individual may be useful,ilupplemental information to other information

. .1



Iv gathered in the parent interview. There are several possible reasons

for the lack of predictable variation in individual profiles on factor

Scores and individual profiles on parent model variables.
sfr7

As discussed in an earlier literature review (SEDC,pivision of

Community and family Educatn, Interim Report

I belies and values are'presented as structural components, of an

individual's internal make-up. Their structural nature makes them.

highly integral to an individual and oftentimes less accessible as

general information (subconscious and preconscious rather than conscious).

This makes it difficult to translate beliefs and values into paper and

pencil format. One can only speculate as to what gets lost in the trans-

lation. Also, it may be unrealistic tb connect rather discrete individual

factor scores with a more global,,pebulous construct like a parent model.

At this point, it would be premature to say that the theoretical premise

is wrong, as the real problem may be with instrumentation. It may be that

the paper and pencil instruments collected accurate data, but data which

would not predict interview data. Consequent] persons with similar

profiles of bend's and values may or may not a ear to think and act the

same way when evaluated according to self-report, i view data.

4
Social desirability is a probable source,of interference in the

reliability and validity of the paper and pencil data. Some parents may

be uncomfortable and therefore unwilling to report an*-beliefs and/or

values which they feel may have a negative connotation or be subject

to social disapproval. One:lather noted concern about the purpose of

the survey stating, "Surveys are subject to interpretation. It is not

clear that our answers will be interpreted as we expressed them." As

another example, many parents rated the value "to be popular" very low

113 124:



'in importance fdr themselves or their children, but it is diffiAllt to

believe that in fact, parents are not strongly invested in their

J-.
chitUlren being well-liked. This inferred inconsistency may reflect

an element of Social desirakility and the social taboo in wanting to

' be liked a relatively ignoble aspiration.

0

9

The lack of clear association between reported beliefs and values

and parent models based on interview' data may also be due to the

seemingly large conceptual leap from structural components (beliefs

I

and values) to functional components of an individual's personal make-

up, the latter being the daily enactment of parent roles. Parents may

have many values to which they aspire;'but the extent to which they

are able to act upon these values may vary greatly. one parent "noticed,

a contradiction in what I marked as important and what I do in real

life." In other words, values reported by parents on paper and pencil

instruments may be those which they would like to enact rather than those

they actually do enact. The latter may be more accurately reflected in

the parent interview where parents report actual behaviors and rationales

for behaviors. For example, a pa4nt may have reported having a close,

sexual relationship as one of the values they would like to pass on to

their chiltiren. Although this may have receivt a higher than average

rating on the Inventory of Values Parents Havi for Their Children, how

the parent actually deals with sexual issues in their parenting role

as reflected in the vignettes may suggest that the parent is uncomfortable

and even conflicted about, how to enact this value. One parent stated

that the survey made her "search beyond maintenance (diapers, feeding,

etc.) for other ways I parent and teach."
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Anote'factor which may contribute to the apparent lack of assoc-
.,

iation between individual scores on beliefs and values and the interview

data may reflect a tendency for,parents to report the more abst;act,

almost "romantic" beliefs apd values they hold. Agaili, these may be

the values to which pmts aspire rather than enact; "idle reflec

inspire parents in certain directions which may or may not have

anything to do with,their daily lives. -Also, most parents are strongly

invested in the general happiness and well-being of their children

and are likely to report those values which they perceive to contribute

most to this kind of personal fulfillment for their children, again in

a somewhat romantic way. This tendency to be romantic about personal

fulfillment may omit- more frequently in middle and upper income groups

where economic issues.Are more under control. It would make sense for

patents with economic stains to be more focused on financial issues as

asource of personal fulfillment and success as opposed to "self-

actualization." In the same line of thinking, although most parents

may report those more abstract values related to personal happiness and

fulfillment, daily activities and interactions betWeerillarent and child

are not often that lofty.
4,

In the "comments" section of the pilot instrument many parents

reported that prior to filling out the questionnaire they,had not taken

the time to consider what their values really were, particularly the

values they hoped to passron to their children. One parent commented

that the survey "helped me see that some of what I want myself I

don't.necessarily want f6r my child. Do I want my child to be 'other-

oriented,Tjob-oriented,' or 'self-oriented?' Maybe some of each is

needed?" Another parent kated, "In the day-to-day life we lead one

12G
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tends to forget or take for granted many of the very simple values.

Filling.it oitt made me evaluate the most important of the values which

apply to mylite and those I would like to'instill in my children."

Their comments strongly suggested the constancy of parenting, resulting

in their not having time to riflect°6 what it is they want to be as

parents and what it is they actually do as parents. A related theme

was the expressed, frustration of trying to pass on values that didn't

appear to be supported by society at large. There was a sense of frus-

tration and of fighting a losing battle as parents in the modern age.

Fipally, parents may have hidden values and beliefs of which they

are unaware. They may al.so have certain values that take high precedence

over other values, reducing those more.neglectdd values to token considera-

tions which sound good but contribute little to their real parenting

role. The extent to which a parent may beAlformed of hidden, values or

the more precedent values could vary greatly among individuals. Al]

.-/
of this would make a difference on parents' reported values and beliefs

and those actually acted upon.

' The overall response from parents filling,out the questionnailles

was very positive and direct. The greatest response stemmed from the

section on values. Parents were interested in their values, interested

in the values they hold for their children, and generally surprised

at the difference between the two. The way in which the values portion

of the instrument commanded their attention provides indirect support

for that approach as a:fruitful one for future activities in parent

education. Parents simply respond to values, issues, and concerns

and it would appear to be a perfect point of intervention with parents.

116
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It was clear also, that parents are not likely to have of take the time

necessary for this kind of introspection. The purpose of this approach

to parent education would be more in line with values clarification

as opposed t changing parents' values. There appears to be evidence

that parents' values are not the issue, rather their awareness of them

and level of comfort with them appear to be important. From the comments

of the respondents, it is not clear if the parents are running their

lives or their lives are running them. If the latter is the case,

they are likely to have less awareness of apd even less implementation

of their own personal values.

a
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AREA FOCUS THREE: PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM

RELEVANCE TO CHANGING FAMILY'STRUCTURES

I. INTRODUCTION

A. . Overview

The rapid changes occurring in our society today have affected all of

us, but they have been especially. stressful on parents and families. More

specifically, the stress from these changes appears to stem from several

major sources including the (I) knowledge explosion, (2) job-related

pressures, (3) demands for new ,job skills, (4) press for more hum and

civil rights, (5) spiraling living costs, (6) instability concerning world

situations, (7) rising memploymint, (8) criticism of parenting competence

and effectiveness, and (9) changing parenting roles and family structures.

AccOmpanying 4ese stressfUl factors are both the challenge and upheaval

that exists regarding the traditional values, morals,' and ethics df our

society. These challenges and sources of stress all contribute to concern

about the decline or plight of American families and particularly the

problems of parenting/child rearing.

There have been attempts to teach parents about their child rearing

responsibilities for almost as long as our country has-bqen in existence.

I

Contrary to some of the contempdrary notions about the newness of parent

education, thii instructing of parents is not a recent educational

innovatjcin. However, such efforts have had their periods of "highs and

lows" throughout our country's history. This is probably attributable to

the fact that while parenting has always been valued as an important aspect

of our society, it has failed to sustain a consistently high level of

emphasis with respect to societal issues.

i='
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The growth of parent education's importance has been much more

noticeable during the last 15 or so years. At both the national, state and
_ -

local/levels, the increased focus on (1) programs, (2) activities, (3)

material/product development, (4) research/evaluation, (5) technical

assistance, (6) dissemination, and (7) service involving a wide range of

parenting ones has been very noticeable. With respect to policy, new

efforts have been made to include various aspects of parent education into

the overall programmatic thrusts of many agencies and organizations which

serve parents or parenting ones. Such efforts have been based upon the

beliefs that parents should be given re education, more direC' involve-
,

anent /participation, more coopera tive decision - making opportunities and more

comprehensive support with respect to their child rearing responsibilities.

Parent education can be described as a comprehensive and complex

process which calls for being involved and educated simultaneously. Parent

educaiion is defined here as: the set of experiences which lead to (1) a

base of knowledge and undCstandings, (2) a set of skills and alternatives,

and (3) a state of sensitivity, all df which servrto enhance and make the

parenting role more effective and rewarding. Parent education usually

covers a wide range of activities and tomes in many forms. It is offered

by a variety of persons, through a9 assortment of agencies and...with varying

degrees of intensity. Some forms of parent education appear to be more

effectivethan others. HoweveWappears that more needs to be known

about parent education effectiveness 'aird: relevance in order to better shape

policies and develop programs for improving the knowledge, skills, and

understanding needed for successful parenting.

Parent education is embedded within many disciplines/organizations.

These include medical, dental, mental health, social sericite, special



education, vocational education, adult education, public schools, colleges

and universities, to name a few. To get a good grasp of whet parent

education is, how it works, how effective it is, and what can be done to

improve it, is aciallenge to those who are providers. The intended target

audiences or clients of parent education also are many and varied. No

longer can parent education be viewed as activities strictly for mothers.

Instead, men, women, and even children from all walks of life are viewed as

the targets of parent education efforts regardless of whether they elect to

become parents or not.

Recently, there has been a growing concern about the relevance and

effectiveness of parent education programs. This concern appears to stem

from the increasing complexity of parenting/child rearing and the way

parent education programs attempt to deal with it.. Some of the more

--important reasons for the increase IA complexity are that (I) parents are

children's primary influencers regarding their intellectual , social, motor,

and emotional development; (2) parents help prepare children for the entry

into the mainstream of adulthood in our society; (3) the varyingXchanging

structure of today's family is placing the role of parenting on new and

different "shoulders"; (4) rapid techhological progress in our society

requires that parents have increased knowledge and skill in order to better

filter the information flow to children as they grow and develop; (5) given

the increased complex social pressures and stress, more assistance must be

,,,,provided for parents in helping children (and themselves) cope and deal

with their daily lives; (6) with the ever-expanding base of knowledge in

the disciplines or subject matter areas, there is a need to understand how

use of sucti knowledge can enhance chillren's growth and development; (7)

parent education is needed in order to assist those who do not or are



hesitant to cane forth for help concerning their parenting problems and

concerns; (8) there is a need to provide opportunities for parenting ones

to explore, share ideas, and consider/or try using effective child rearing

methods which may be both common to all and/or unique to different socio-

economic, ethnic and cultural groups; (9) parent education is needed to

help diminish and better deal with child rearing efforts of children having

such debilitatng problems as autism, general handicapping conditions,

mental retardation, emotional' disorders, etc.; and (10) parent education is

needed to assist parenting ones in gaining the knowledge and skill

necessary for.exerting influence on agencies and organizations which

develop and implement policies affecting parents and families.

Within each of these statements is a set of additional issues which

need to be more specifically addressed. This apparent complexity with

respect to child'rearing and socialization helps to point out why Pere is

such an important need for parent education programs to be relevant and

" effective.

B. Problem Statement

The growth and proliferation Of parent education programs have become

very widespread. This rapid increase presently far exceeds the capability

A
of parent education program policy makers and providers to systematically

plan, implement and evaluate such efforts., Concurrent with this growth is

the expansion of diversity among the kinds of family structures that are

now emerging. It would appear that parent education programs have to be

more relevant regarding parent/family needs in a changing socie as a

me4ns of increasing their overall effectiveness. Therefore, the problem

statement was proposed for examination in this area of focus:
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How relevant are the activities offered by parent education

programs to the parents whose family structures are changing?

C. Definftion of Terms

For purposes of this research activity, a arent education program was

defined as organized efforts which have activities that employ some

systematic use of techniques and strategies for effecting the growth and
J

developMent of those performing parenting roles. Parents were considered

individualS who provide or help provide children with basi turance,

care, support, protection, guidance and direction. Parenting ant the

processes involved with lieloping and using the knowledge, skills and

understandings necessary )n planning, procreating, bearing, rearing and

caring for children. Socialization was viewed as the process by which rr

knowledge, attitudes, skills and behaviors needed to participate in ways of

our society are acquired. Changing family structures referred to those

types (kinds) of family situations thh are becoming more emergent today,

e.g., single (female or male only headed) parent, divorced, remarried

and/or foster parent, adoptive parent, surrogate parent, separated parent,

and. so forth.

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A. Introduction

The focus of this research activity is concentrated on the relevance

of parent education program activities to changing family structures.

Information synthesized in discussion that follows attempts to capture the

major background points regarding parent education program development and

the need for A new kind of relevance. This discussion ends with a set of

research questions that were examined.

B. Synthesis of Literature

Parent education, although having had a long tradition in our society,
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only emerged during the last decade or so as an important issue for local,

state,vand government agencies. Mgch of this new concern for parent

education is reflective of significant changes in family,4tructures which

are the result of corqiex social/economic forces and findings produced

- about the family's effeCt on schooling success.

Bjorgand (1977) traced the development of parent education from 1700

to the present and observed that it could be divided into five eras based

upon emphasis, scope and organizational patterns of delivery: (1) 1700-

1850 - Calvinist-Evangelical Emphasis; (2) 1850-1900 - Continued Moral

Virtue Emphasis; (3) 1900r1930 - Child As Subject of Inquiry; (4) 1930-

1955 - Parental Self - Understandings and Values; and (5) 1955-present -

Family Intervention and Parent Participation.

Auerbach (1960), in attempting to describe the sequence of expansion

and shifting in the general'goals of parent education, delineated four

phases of development: (1) giving parents an increased understanding of

children so that they might be better able to 'guide their optimum develop-

ment, (2) widening the scope of interest to include an'understanding of

the parent role, (3) extending the concept of parent education to include

self-awareness so that parents could become more thoughtful of their own

behavior toward their children, and (4) viewing parent education as not

just merely information-giving but rather aiming at increasing the under-

standing_oflarents at several levels of learning and through many kinds of

educatiohal, but practical, experiences.

While these perspectives appear to indicate that parent education has

expanded noticeably and changed emphasis in an organized fashion in the

United States, it is not clear how relevant this expansion and change have

been to the changing needs of families. Bjorkland (1977) illuminates this
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.
uncertainty by suggesting that there are seven areas bf concern Which need

to be dealt with as a means of increasing the relevance and effectiveness

of parent education in the future: (1) stronger theoretical structure or

base, (2) more systematic identification of arid information about the

inter-disciplinary nature of parent education, (3) better understanding of

the implications or assumptions underlying parent education goals Mir

objectives, (4) improved methods of organizing and delivering parent

education, (5) more precise selection and implementation of relevant

content areas for parent education program activities, (6) better under-

` standing about the characteristics and kinds of training that parent

educators need to be effectiv and (7) more investigation and documenta-

tion of the effects of parent' education on its clients. The implication

seems to be that there is a need for "more action" and "less talk" with

respect to making parent education relevant to the child rearing prqcess

for those who plan, implement, and eventually benefit from it.

Becoiing or being a parent does not automatically confer upon

individuals the knowledge, skills and attitudes for effective guidance of'

children's growth and development. Even the process of educating persons

to become, t en be effective as parents is much more complicated than ever

befor . For many years, parents

C

only needed to be educated to the extent

tha they could (1) care for chil dreries health and nutritional needs, (2

ensure that children could get along with their peers, and (3) establish

. the social, moral, and religious "model" for children to follow. However,

given the previously mentioned stress conditions that parents and families

now face, it seems evident that parents will need new knowledge and skills

so as to better cope with our highly advanced and constantly changiiig

society.



There are several factors which appear to be obstacles for those who

want and/or need to avail themselves of the opportunity to acquire such

knowledge and skill in a relevant manner. These include (1) knowledge

about what is available, (2) the content appropriateness of parent educa-

tion. opportunities, (3) times at which parent education opportunities are

offered, (4) flexible structures or fbrmats of parent education activities,

(5) the applicability of newly-acquired knowledge and skills, (6) lack of

systematic coordination and communication among providers and beneficiaries

of parent education efforts, and (7) parent and school (teachers,

specifically) cooperation for the improvement A children's success in

learning and achievement. It appears that parent education will be

rel evant and thus effective depending on how well these issues are

addressed.

The vocation of pare ting is one of the most important in our society.

When the old methods became obsolete in most vocations, training prograns

for new methods quickly appear. Such training helps to generate new

knowled*, and skills in order for those in need to keep pace with change.

However, this does 'not seem to occur when parenting knowledge and skills

are in need of renewal or further development. Unanswered questions still

remain with respett to vocational training programs for parenting, changing

prograns to meet changing needs and prograns which base their efforts on

the strengths of families rather than weaknesses.

Many parents also need a set of problem-solving and growth-nurturing

skills which Can serve pd degrease their general uneasiness with respect to

feeling overwhelmed and powerless in society today. In conjunction with

these skills, parents alsownust, possess the capabirity for fostering the

development of children who (1) see themselves and others as worttrohile,
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(2) have an eagerness to take part in new experiences, (3) can Move into

society with skills, attitudes, behaviors, etc., that will help make-"\y

creative and meaningful use of their lives possible, and (4) have an under-

standing and willingness -to change those conditions which potentially or

,

actually inhibit maximum personal and societal growth. Thts kind of
As

r .

thinking and action also has to ocdt. within the offerings of parent educa-

tion prams to help ensure that their goals, objectives, and activities

arp indeed relevant and useful to parents. .

Parent education programs also have to face the Issue of length of

time required for parentts to participate in such programs. Evidence exists

which seems to indicate that parent education efforts requiring su4ained

or long term periods of participation by parents have more impact, although

a smaller number of parents are able to stay for the duration. Conversely

though, programs of shorter duration have less impact, but there is a

tendency for more parents to paliicipate in these programs. Solutions to

the.aforementioned problem areas of i&rent education programs are n-

sidered as critical to helping increase the relevance of parent education

programs.

C. Summary

It appears that the tonst tl nging nature of our society and how

individuals view themselves and their roles with respect to these changes

will continue tote difficult issues for parent education programs. One

e: f

specific but related issue will be the effect such changes have on the 04

4
structure of families. Traditionally, families are thought of as nuclear

z

entities, i.e., 4wo parents and one or more children. Generally, most

organizations and agencies dealing with families tended to gear their

.effOrts toward serving families having this kind of structure.. Such an

-11?.77
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approach would teem to be a contributing factor regarding the problem of

,irrelevance given that new family structures are now emerging.

In an informal survey (PRIMO, 1979) of parent education programs from

the SED1, regio, 156 participants were asked to respond to the question,

"Which of the'following topics are most important as topics for parent

education *ograms?" Among the topics mentioned were, "working mother,"

"father's role," and "single parents." Each received a 50% or More '

,response rating rrom among the eight most important parent education

program topics identified. This would appear to reflect a concern for the

need of parent education programs to be relevant to changing family

structures,

Aaronson (1975), Auerbach (1968), Croake and Glover (1977), Auerbach

(1960), Gordon !1977i, Stephens (1978), Dahlberg and Vander Yen (1977),

Carnegie Council on Children (1977), Gilman and Reers (1979); and Comer

:11978), Saffron and Ledesma (1978), Barletta, et al (1978) and Lillie and

Trahants (1976) all le0 support to the premise that parent education

programs must be relevant and responsive to the changing and/or new needs

4

of their c ents, especially as changes in new family structures increase. 4
N

They are qui to point out thoug hat such educational endeavors build

upon the strengths of parents a d families rather than from er deficit

4

approach.

There appears to be a dearth of information regarding the extent to

which parent education programs are offering activities that are relevant

to 42 needs ).f parents as they experienie changes in their family situa-

tions. This lack of information would seem to hamper such programmatic
4

efforts as they attempt to deal with-these needs. Thus, the research

activity for this_area of focus will focus dgathering information about

i
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the relevance of parent education program offerings to the nes of clients

they reportedly serve.

D. Research Questions

Examining parent education program relevance to participant needs

raises many important questions to be answered. This research activity

will focus on the following questions in an attempt to deal with the Issues '

of program relevance:

1. What are the family type, employment pattern, racial group

and income level characteristics of parent education program

participants for the region? each state? by types of.

sponsoring organizations?

2. To what extent are planned parent education program activities

related to various types of families for the region? by state?

by types of sponsoring organizations?

3. To what extent are planned parent education activities addressing

specific parent education topics for the region? by state? by

types of sponsoring organizations?

4. What is the match between participant characteristics and topics

covered in'parent education programs for We region? by state?

40,

by types of sponsoring organizations?

5. What are the characteristics of parent education programs in the

regidn? by state? by types of sponsoring organizations?

III. METHODOLOGY

( A. Overview

The purpose pf this research activity was to determine how relevant

were the activities of parent education in this six-state region to the

needs of families whose structures are changing. The sixlitates include

a
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Arkansas, Louisiana, Missiatipgi, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas.

Selected parent education programs were surveyed .using a written ggastion-

naire which gathered self-reports of activities in each, program.

"?.
B. Subjects

The population for this survey was identified using awariety of

sources available to Center staff. Awing these were (1) a list of parent

education programs developed from contacts, during Ce,3ter material develop-

ment, technical assistance and dissemination activities; (2) a directory of

parent'education programs published in 1978 by the Region VI, U. S. Office

; of education (Dallas); (3) a list of Parent Effectiveness Training Programs

in the six-state region; and (4) other state agency listings of parent

education programii eese sources were, uset to compile a list of all

parent education programs -of any type in the six-state region. The

respondents for this study were directors of these parent education pro-

gr in the region. The survey questionnaires were mailed to every
,411,

program in the region prISIKilling parent Aducation. These included programs

located in federal, state, county, municipal, community, schodt church and

private settings.

C. 'Instrumentation

All programs were surveyed using a mailed questionnaire. The

questionnaire was developed and pretested with 15 parent education proven's

in, the Austin area. Revisions wer

the instrument. The revised instrument

both to the f9rmat and content of

ered information about the

goals and activities offered.by each partnt education phogram. In

.*=

particular, informatioyas gathered to determine whether parent education

Program activities being'offered are relevant to changing family

struc!ures.

V

*
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Part I, Family Structures, asked respondents to use a five-point.

rating scale 4to indicate the extent to which planned program activities

were offered iv' each of 17 family types. Pirt II, TOpies in Parent Educa-

tion, requested that respondents use the same rating scale to identify the

,extent to which planned program activities addressed 21 specific topics in

parent education through use of the same scale. Part III, Program Descrip-

tion, required to 17 items which-asked about organizational

structure, source of funding, target audience, activity length, staffing,,

fees, goals, evaluation, course times, number of clients served, client

`dropout reasons and father participation. Part IV, Participant Descrip-

tion, asked for client information according to certain categories (e.g.,

family types, employment, race, income level) and the estimated percent of

clients served in each category.

D. Procedure

Included in the package of information mailed to respondents were (1)

the questionnaire, (2) a cover letter, and (3) a postage paid return /

envelope. Questionnaire mail out consisted of two phases. In the first

phase 470 questionnaires were sent out. A preliminary examination of

returns found, many were being returned blank. This indicated that many

programs either were no longer in operation or were no longer offering

parent education as a program component.

To increase the data base, 177 more questionnaires were sent out in

phase two. These went to, Parent Effectiveness 'Training, Junior League,

American Red Cross, and Louisiana Mental Health Association programs in the

region. With the combined phase one and two efforts, a total of 647

questionnaires were mailed.



As a means of improvinft the response rate, two follow-up strategies

were employed. Four weeks after each mallout, a reminder postcard was sent

to each nonrespondent. Three weeks after sending reminder postcards, phone

i

call follow-ups were made to nonresponding subjects in each state.

An examination of the questionnaires which were returned blank and

unopened indicated that many of the programs originally identified as

providing services to parent's were no longer doing so. Letters from

program directors stated that .some programs had lost their continuation

funding while others had been victims of agency reorganization efforts.

Still other prOgrams were designed to provide services to parents, but had

not actually begun operation at the time of the survey. In summary, there

were many programs which were correctly identified as parent education

programs, but which proved to be ineligibre to complete our survey

,questionnaire. This characteristic of parent education programs in this

region suggests that srvices for, parents are vulnerable in an era of

reduced funding for social programs.

A cut -off date of September 15, 1980, was set for receiving completed

questionnaires, and the coded questionnaires were then sent to data

processing. Data analysis began on October 1, 1980 and was completed by

October 25. "I
' 4

E. Data Analysts
..

,The analysis procedure for this study is a standard one for survey

data. Frequency and percent of response were calculated for each question-

naire 'item. Because of differences between the types of programs, group

data were further partitioned into subgroups (e.g.,'progratus in public

Schools, programs in hospitals, private programs). Comparisons were then

made to see if there were response patterncharacteristic of each of the

ai
subgroups.

$
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To gain further insights into the configuration of needs,-breakdown of

responses was performed for each subgroup. Breakdowns were designed to

reveal the relationship of a response on any item to specific program

characteristics.

The results of the questionnaire are summarized in this final report

and, where appropriate, presented in tabular form. The results of the

open-ended questions on the questionnaire do not lend themselves to

statistical analysis, but were tallied and analyzed for recurring themes or

patterns of response. The report material prepared from these items

provided information which was useful in interpreting other results.

IV. 'RESULTS

The survey was mailed to 647 parent education programs (PEPs) in the

six-state region. A total of 279 (43.1%questionnaires were returned. Of

the returned questionnaires, 70 (25.1%) were blank or marked "return to

sender." The blank questionnaires indicated that parent education programs

were no longer in operation, whereas those marked "return AD sender" were

an indication that the programs had either moved or ceased operation. Of

the 577 programs we were able to locate in the region, a total of 209

(36.3%) returned questionnaires were used to provide the results reported-

in the following section (see Attachment A for copy of Questionnaire).

The results of the data characterize PEP participants region wide and

state wide by (1) racial groups, (2) income levels, (3) family types, and

(4) emplo t patterns (Part IV). Survey results ilso are presented which

describe th family types whose issues are most commonly addressed by PEPs

in the region and in each state (Part I). rurther, results are reported

6

that describe parent education topics which are the focus of most program

activities for PEPs in the region and each state (Part II).

11,313
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Findings are provided whiCh describe organizational Characteristics of PEPS

both in the region and in each state,(Part III).

The primary focus was an analysis of the data regionally. A secondary

analysis,was conducted by state and by sponsoring agency to examine

./
patterns betwein and amonThise data and to compare plese results with

3

those of the region as a whole. Results are presented in tabular form with

an accompanying discussion of interpretations.

A. Description of PEP Participants in the Region

1. Family'Types P

Part IV 'of the questionnaire asked respondents to estimate the

percent of clients they served by,family types, employment patterns, racial

groups, and income levels. A mean was calculated for the total percent of

responses for items within each of these groups. Based upon mean percentt

ages, the items were listed (highest to lowest). Table 1 presents a rank

order of the various family types which indicates that "Intact parents-

first marriage" were reportedly served by more PEPS than any other family

type (I% = 50.14). "Single parents, divorced" (5% = 27.81) was the second

most commonly served family type according to PEP respondent reportsiwith

"Teenage parents" as a family type being third (5% a 20.79). The least

served family type appears to be "Adoptive parents" (51 =. 9.02). Examining

the results by state indicates that across states "Intact parents, first

marriage" remained the most commonly served famtiy 'type; tSere was

variation among the states with respect to mean percentage rank of other

family types (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix)~

2. Employment Patterns

Regional data on employment patterns indicate that "Two parents

working" (5% = 40.97) was the predominant employment pattern for fatties

134 1 1 /
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TABLE 1

Mean Percentage Rarklhg of PEP Clients in the Region
by-family Types

,

Family Types .
Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage 50.14

a. Single parents, divorced E27.81

h. Teenage parents 20.79

e. Parentt of handicapped 19.37

d. Stepparents 19.28

b. Single parents,' never married 17.94

f. Foster parents 13.39

g. Adoptive parents 9.02
CI

1. Other 3.96

TABLE 2

Mean Percentage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region-

by Employment Patterns

11

Employment Patterns Mean Percentage*

a. Two Parents working 40.97

b. One parent working, one parent at home 38.16

c. Single parent working 27.74

d. Single parent, not working 17.59

. A.

e. Neither parent working 10.16

f. One parent with two jobs, 9.30

*Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
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reportedly served by PEPs (see Table 2). The second most,efeimon employment

pattern of participants was "One ptrent working, one parent at home" (33 =

38.16). This was followed by the pattern of "Single parent, working" with

a mean percentage of 27.74. "One parent with two Jobs" was the pattern

-reported to be leapt served (53 = 9430). State by state results varied

slightly from regional results (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix).

3. Racial Groups

When analyzed by racial groups, white participants (59.53 mean

percentage) represented a clear majority of participants reportedly served

by PEPs in the region (see Table 3). Blacks (7% = 29.911 and Mexican

Americans (7% = 23.11) were second and third, respectively. Native

Americans were the fourth with respect to those reportedly served by PEPs

, (2% = 7.20), while Asians were least served (53 = 2.30). State data

results followed a similar pattern with respecyto white participants

served in the region, but varied slightly From state to state according to'

the ranking of °filer racial groups served, e.g., Blacks were the largest t

racial group served in Mississippi (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix).

4. Income Levels

Examining the results by income levels (stee Table 4) reveals that

most of the participants served were lo),income (7% = 49.08). Only a

slight difference separated the second, participant income level most

commonly served--Middle (7% = 32.24) and Lower Middle (7% = 31.60 which is

listed as third. As expected, given the nature of focus of most PEPs, the

Upper Income level was reportedly least served (7% = 7.93). Between

states, resul ts vary slightly according to the mean percent ratings from

highest to lowest. The state results, from Louisiana, Oklashoma, and Texas

vary slightly from region 1, findings whereis Arkansas, Mississippi, and New

ti 136 !IC.



TABLE 3

Mean Percentage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region
by Racial Groups

Racial Grodps,

e. White 59.53 '

c. Black 29.91

d. Mexican American 23.11

a. American Indian 7.20

1

b. Asian 2.30

TABLE 4

Mean Percentage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region
by Income Levels

*

Income Levels ZE,

e. Low-(less than $10,000) 49.08

c. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000) 32.24

d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000) 31.60

b. Upper Middle ($30,0005to 39,000) 14.52

a. Upper ($40,6b0 or more) 7.93

*Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
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Mexico results are identical to the region's (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix).

B. Regional Description ofPEP Program Activities and Issues of Various
Family Types

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which their program

activities itthe past,year addressed issues related to various family

types listed on the questionnairesee Attachment A). More specifically,

respondents had to tncitcate on a five-point scale I0 g not a program

activity to 4 planner series of activities) the extent to which-
,. }

activities relevant to each'fainily type were planned parts of the program.

A mean score was, calculated to describe the level at which activities were

planned for each set of issues. Results in Table 5 indicate that more

activities were planned ,for issues regarding "Parents of preschool-age

children" than any other family type (1 2.97). "Parents of schcf01-age

children" (7 2.68) and-"Families with both parents working' (3e 2.13) werere

family types whose issues were the, next most commonlraddressed. The least

amount of activi ties were pl anned for issj.ies" deal ing with the family type

of single fathers, without .custody of children (I' 1.00). These patterns of

program activities by family types vary somewhat when examining results

from individual states. However, the pattern is constant across states

with "Parents of preschool-age children" family issues being most addressed

and "Single fathers without custody" being the family type whose issues are

least addressed as planned program activities (see Tables 14-19 in

Appendix).

C. Regional Description of Topics Addressed by PEP Activities

part 11 of the questionnaire sought information from respondents

regarding the extent to which their program activities addressed a range of

topics listed. Respondents were to indicate on a five-point scale (0 a not

a program activity to 4 planned series of activities) to what degree

138
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TABLE'S
.-_

. ..;

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Mdst Commonly

. Addressed by Parent- Education Programs Regionwide.

b ,{

F(Amily Types

AP

Mean*

...

p.....

p Parents of preschool-age children 2.97

o. Parents of schoolage children 2.68

h. Working maulers 2.30

I)

i. Families with Ath parents working 2.13

n. First time parents 2.07

d. Single mothers 2.04

m. Parents of adolescents 2.04

f. Divorced parents ...
1.88

e. Separated parents 1.76

). Teenage parents 1.69

g.

k.

Extended families (e.g., grandmother living with family),

Foster parents

1.52

1.42

i. Parents who adopt 1.34

a. Stepparents 1.25
,., 41

b. Single fathers, with custody 1.18

q. Surrogate parent families 1.04

c. Single fathers, without custody 1.00

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

139
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activities were planned for each topic. Findings in Table 6 revealed that _

the parent education topics most focused on by programs in the region were

"Discipline in general" (7 3.286) and "Communication skillit" 3.285).

.They were followed Closely by such topics as "Self-Concept" and

sPersortaljty of Children" (7* 3.19), "Behavior Management" (7 3.18) and

"Parent-Child Home Activities" (1 2.98). The topics repOrtedly Teast

f.ocused upon were "Family Manning" (Tc 1.31), "Family Advocacy" (it 1.28)

and "Bilingual Placation' ('x .80). Analyzed results of data &cm each

state shows marked varying patterns of the top three topics focused on by

4

PEPs but a much lesser degree of variation of the lowest topics when

compared to the regional findings (see Tables 20-25 in Appendix).

D. Program Characteristics of PEPs in the Region

Part III of the questionnaire asked respondents to provide information

about several factors which describe PEPs. These included (1) organize-
,

tional structure, (2) funding source, (3) association with larger organ-
.

iptions, (4) specific target group served, (5) type and frequency of

program activities, (6) staffing characteristics, (7) fees charged, (8)

progran evaluation, (9) availability of babysitting, (10) reasons for

enrolling in classes, (11) importance of fathdr participation, (p2) reasons

participants drop out, and1113) 'scheduling 'of courses offered. For the

first 11 of these\ractors, respondents answered either yes or no. Both the

percent of responses and the number,-(4) are reported. For the twelfth

factor, the questionnaire provided a four-point scaltAfor responses. In

analyting the response data, the scale choices were assigned the following

numerical values: Often - 4; Sometimes, - 3; Rarely - 2; and Never - 1.

Results for this data are reported in terms of mean response scores.

114
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a

0

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused upon
in PEP Program Activities Regionwide

1

i -
d. Discipline in general 3.286

t . .

c. Contmunitation skills . 3.285

h..1 Self-concept and personal ify of children 3.19

o,
.

we. management , 3.14

M. Parent-child home activities 2.98

f. Intellectual development 2.53
. an

y. Peer influence .on children 2.38

u., Sibling (children in fantity) rival& 2.27

1
p. Nutrition and foods 2.22

. ...

o.- '-Routine health care 2.13
,,.....

k. Sexual role identification . 1.89

. q. Children's learning disabilties 1.84

1. Hi felhusband Confl icts , 1.85

r. Parenting of handicapped children 1.83

b. Home management 1.75

. t. Hyperactive children 1.66

1. Sex education 1.61

n. Effects of television on children 1.52

a. aiming (et , birth control ) 1.31

vs, Family advocacy (active participation in
political matters concerning the family)

.....
1.28

g. Bilingual education .80

TABLE 6

Topics in Parent Education Mean*,

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High
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1. Organizational- Structure .../
Ip terms Of PEP organizational structure ( see Table 7, Item 1),-,

results show that 61.7%('n = 129) of the programs reported operating

within some larger organization. Approximately 28.7% (n = 601 pro-

grant described themselves as being independent programs with their
)

own staff. The group least mentioned was PEPs (15.3%, n = 32) with

grissroots organization and havittlittle structure.

2. Sources of Funding

Results indicate that the major source of funding (see Table 7,

Item 21 for PEPs in the region was federal monies (41.1%, n = 86).

At.a distant second were those PEPs funded through local, ccrnmunitzt
J

based and state monies, (31.6%, n = 66 for both). Indications are
. t

that PEPs mostly dependent upon donations were least cannon (12.4%,

n = 26). Re0ondents were asked to indicate what were other soruces

of funding for PEPs. The range of written-In responses can be found

in Attachment B. Most appear to in'dicate funding from multiple

sources, e.g., grants, donations, and fees In = 511. t

3. ,Association with Larger Organization IN

The largest number of PEPs (38.3%; n = 80) reportedly are

asvciated with the larger organization--public school systems.*

s- ' 'Social service agencies (33.5 %, n = 70) are the second larger
P

IP% organizations with which PEPs indicate an association. Only 12.9%

(n = 27) PEPs indicate that they have no association wi th larger

organizations and operate strictly as ap entity unto themselves

(see Table 7, Item 3). Listed under the category bf "Other" were

such organizations as university, health, education service centers,

,mental health, etc. (see Attachment C). There were 48 responses to

this i
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4. Target Group Specific

A majority (51.2%, n = 107) of PEPS in the region indicated

that their efforts were directed toward specific target groups.

The general categories for target groups mentioned included low

income (n = 57), minority (n = 17), abusive parents (n = 11),

pregnant adolescents In = 8) and handicapped parents (n = 14).

However, a significant proportion (46.9%, n = 98) responded that

activities were not aimed at a more general client population

(see Table 7, Item 4). Under the'item "Other", respoldents mentioned

target groups which could be general grouped under the-previously

mentioned categories. For the range of other responses see

Attachment D (n= 120).

5. Program Activities

"Planned class meetings on specific topics" was the type of

activity which best describes PEP programming in the region (60.3%,

n = 126). Results also indicate that activities which (1) happen on

a one-to-one basis between parents and staff (47.8%, n = 100) and (2)

happen to be regular meetings with changing topics (42.1%, n = 88)

also were frequently used. Periodic meetings with changing

topics (23.9%, n = 50) appears to be least descriptive of regional

PEP activities (see Table 7, Item 5).

6. Program Staff Descriptions

Findings seen to indicate that most PEP staff instructors/group

leaders (67.5%, n = 141) were professionals in child development,

social work, psychology, etc. Further, most (46.4%, n = 97) had

either 'a Masters or doctorate degrees while fewer (24.9%, n = 52) were

described as lay persbns. Results show that 45.9%, n = 95 of the
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153



staff persons are full-time in PEPs with 2:4)9% (n =.52) being

described as part-time staff (see Table 7, Item 1). S
-

7. Fee Payment for PEP Courses

Regpondents were asked whether or not participants in their

PEPs had to pay fees for enrolling, in courses. Results reveal that

62.2%, (n = 130) do not have to do so with 32.1% (n = 67) indicating
-1

that their participants do indeed have to pay a fee flee Table 7,

Item 8). No response was found on the remaining forms.

8. PEP Evaluation

Regisondents were asked to indicate the extent to which program ,

evaluation activities, existed in their PEPs. Findings show 5112%

(n = 107) responded that the staff were not trained in evaluation

methods. In addition, 56.5% (n = 118) and 49.8% (n = 104),

respectively, indicated that neither time nor money was available for

evaluation. Approximately 72.7% (n = 152) indicated that informal

evaluation occurred at the end of courses with 51.2% In = 107)

responding that participants fill out a standard evaluation form after

completing a course. Almost 40.7% (n = 85) reported that evaluation

was left to the discretion of course instructors.

Successful application of knowledge and skills gained from PEP,

courses are usually evaluated after participants return to their

parenting situations. An evaluation of this nature should occur some-

time after the course ends. However, results indicate that onlyj6.3%

(n = 34) conduct a written follow-up evaluation several weeks after

,courses end, with 58.4% (n = 122) responding that they do'not conduct

this kind of evaluation. Findings reveal that a fairly even breakdown

occurs when it comes to evaluation being carried eut because of

144
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funding requirements. Almost 43.1% (nu 90) responded that their

funding requires some form of evaluation while 38.3% (n m 80)

responded that funding required no evaluatfon (see Table 7, Item 10).

9. Times at Which PEP Courses are Offered

Respondents were asked to indicate when courses were offered

with the choices being (a) mornings, (b) afternoons, (c) evenings,

(d) week-ends. One or more choices could be checked according to

its appropriateness for their programs. Results show that 75.6%

(n= 158) of the PEPs offered evening courses with mornings (53.6%,

n =112) being the second most popular time. Afternoons were report-

edly almost as popular (48.3%, n = 110) as mornings, whereas weekends

(18.7%, n = 39) were the least times at which PEPs courses are offered

(see Table 7, Item 11).

10. Availability of Babysitting

Ana)ysis of data regarding babysitting services for parents

attending PEP classesin the region (see Table 7, Item 12) found

that 39.7% (n = 83) of the respondents indicated such services were

available. Conversely, 48.8% (n = 10) indicated that no such

services were provided-i-

ll. Approximate Number of Clients Served

Respondents were asked to indicate approximately how many

participants their PEPs served in a year. Data results show that

the number ranged from 5 to 5500. A total of 154 respondents

reported, with the mean number served being 352.04 Oarticipants.

The data further revealed that an average of 18.99% (n = 110)

participants enrolling in PEP courses fail to complete them (see

Table 7, Item 13).

1
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12. -Reasons for Enrolling in PEP Courses

The survey sought to determine the reasons parents enrolled

in PEP courses. Respondents were given nine choices and could check
6

more than one. Results show that 68.9% (n = 144) indicated self-

conscious decision to be better parents as the main reason (see Table
1

7, Item 14). Following closely was the reason of experiencing minor

''°

prdblem; at home (67.5%, n = 141). The third most indicated rea n

(66%, n = 138) was general interest in the topic being covered.

Reasons less indicated but ranked relatively close together were

(a major crisis at home (52.6%, n = 110); (b) school-related issues

( 7%, n = 106); .and (c) lack of primary support systems or other

networks (47.4%, n = 99). Client participation required to receive

,

some other services was the least indicated reason (20.6%,.n = 43).

13. Reasons for Dropping Out of PEP Courses

Respondents were given.thirteen (13) choices to indicate reasons

why participants drop-out of PEP courses. A four point scaler was

provided which included Often, Sometimes, Rarely, or Never. A

numerical value of 4, 3, 2, and 1 was assigned respectivelyixpeach

scale response item to facilitate analysis. Results show that the

mean percentages for lack of time (7( 2.79, n = 161) and competing

family obligations (7 2.75, n = 163) ranked the first and second

respectively as most entioned for dropping out of PEP courses (see

Table 7, Item 16). Three other reasons for dropping out which tended

to cluster together were: lack of support from other partner?,

spouse, etc. (7 = 2.57, n 158); ctonge in work schedule = 2.55,

n = 161); and loss of interest (1r= 2.55, n = 160): With somewhat

lower mean scores were such dropout reasons as: child care problems

146
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CZ = 2.33, n = 159); shyness = 2.31, n = 160); and achievement

of'goals (r= 2.21, n 151). Oropout reasons least mentioned'

were: materials too sophisticated for participants (7= 1.96,

n = 159; get answers early and no need to continue (7 1.89,

n * 159); materials not -sophisticated enough (7 = 1.72, n = 156);

materials not in participants'. language (7'. 1.68, n = 158).

14. Increasing Father PEP Participation

When asked to indicate whether father participation in PEP was

important, approximately 90.9% (n = 190) responded Yes. Respondents

were then asked to offer ideas and suggestions for increasing father

pafticipation in parent education. A-total of 128 (61.2%)..provided a

written response (see Table 7, Item 17). The range of ideas and sug-

gestions will be included in a future report.

15. PEP Courses and Class Meetings

Parent Education courses often consist of several class meetings.

Information was sought regarding the number of courses offered at

once, the average number of class meetings per course and the average

length of class meetings. Results in Table 7, Item 6 show that (a) on

the average about two classes (7 = 2.40) are offered at the sale time

in programs; (b) approximately five class meetings (Sc = 5.65) are

offered for each course; and fc) classes meet on the average of about

one hour and eighteen minutes 118.02).

16. PEP Program Goals

Respondent's were requested to write in their program goals for

Item 9 on the questionnaire. Wh9n available it was requested that

brochures 9r pamphlets stating program goals be attach'ed. A total of

176 PEPS reported information about goals. See Attachment E for

On 7
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TABLE 7-

Characteristics Which Describe PEPS in the Region

Characteristics

N\

Response Percentage

1. Program Organizational Structure

b. 'Program operating within larger

Yes No

organization 61.7(129) 23.9(50)

a. Independent program with ow staff
c. Grass roots organization within

28.7(60)* 48.8(10W*

little structure
.

15.3(32) 53.6(112)

2. Program Funding

a. Mostly federal 41.1(86) 29.7(62)**

b. Local, community based 31.6(66) 31.1(65)

c. State . 31.6(66) 35.9(75)

f. Other 24.4(61)

e. Mostly dependent on client fees 21.1(44) 41.6(87)

d. Mostly dependent on donations, 12.4(26) 43.5(91)

3. Association with Larger Organizations

a. Public school system 38.3(80) 35.4(74)**

b. Social service agency 33.5(70) 38.8(81)

g. Other 22.5(47)

e. Public, non-profit 21.1(44) 44.5(93)

d. Private, profit-making group 2Q.6(43) 47.8(100)

c. Church/other religious organization 17.2(30) 48.8(102)

f. None, stictly local organization 12.9(27) 48.8(102)

4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 51.4107) 46.9(98)

5. Program Activities

a. Planned class meetings on specific
topics

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between

60.3(126) 21.5(45)**

parents and staff 47.8(100) 29.7(62) .

b. Regular meetings with changing topics 42.1(88) .34.0(71)

c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 23.9(50) 44.5(93)

*( ) n

**The total yes, no and yes/no percentages do not add up to 100% because
respondents checked more than one item in many cases.
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Characteristics .Response Percentage

- .--.,

7. ..Stiff Instructors/Group, Leaders

b. Most have Masters or Ph.D. degrees
A. Most are trained lay persons
d1 Most are full-time

c. Most are part-time
e. Most are professionals in child

development, social work,
psychology, etc.

f. Most are trained nurses

.8. Payment of Fees for Courses

10. Program Evaluation'

Yes No

46.4(97),
24.9(52)

45.9(95)
24.9(52)

67.5(141)
4.8(10)

32.1(67)

d. Informal evacuation at end of curse 72.7(152)

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 51.2(107)

h. Funang requires some form of evaluation 43.1(90)

f. Evaluation at instructor discretion 40.7(85)

-a. Staff not trained in evaluation 24.9(52)

c. No money for evaluation 24.5(51)

b. No time for program evaluation 17.7(37)

g. Follow-up written evaluation several ,

Weeks after course is over 16.3f34)

11. When PEP Courses are Offered

Times Mean

a. evenings . 75.6(158)

b. mornings 53.6(112)'

c. afternoons 48.3(110)

d. weekends . 18.7(39)

32.1(67)
49.3(103)
25.4(53)
42.6(89)

15.3(32)
61.2(128)

62.2(130)

12.4(26)

32.1(671
38.3(80)
37.8(79)
51.2(107)
49.8(104)
56.5(118)

58.4(122)

12. Babysitting Services Available to Parents

Attending Classes 39.7(83) 48.8(102)

13. Clients Served and Completion of Courses

Mean

a. ,Clients served in last year 352..04(154)

1- b. Percent not completing courses
enrolled in 18.99(110)

14. Reasons Clients Enroll in Classes

c. Self-desire to be better parents

a. Minor problems at home
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Characteristics Response Percentage

in

14. Reasons Clients'Eor011 to Classes (Cont.)

No

d. General interest in topic covered 66.0(138),

b. Major crisis at home 52.6(110)

f. School related issues 50.7(106)

e. Lack of basic support froM others 47.4(99)

g., To receive some other, service 20.6(43)

h. Qther 16.5(34)

16. Reasons Clients. Drop Out of a Course -

Reasons

11.0(23)
21.1(44)
22.5(47)
23.4(49)
48.8(102)

Mean

a. Lack of time 2.79

g. ;Competing family obligation's 2.75

e. Lack of support ?row partner or spouse 2.57

.b. 'Work schedule changes 2.55

d. Loss of interest 2.55

c. Child care problems 2.33

i. Shyness, especially in strange situation 2.31

h. Achievement of goals 2.21

j. Materials too sophisticated for clients 1.96

f. Get all answers in first few sessions and need no more 1.89

k. Materials not sophisticated enough 1.72

1. Materials not in language of clients 1.68

17. Is Father Participation Important 90.9(190) 1,9(4)

6. Courses Offered

a. Number of courses offered at once: ("A' = 2.40)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (X = 5.65)

c. Length of average bless meeting (7 = 118.02)

Icu
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the listing Of various PEP goals submitted by respondents.

17. PEP Descriptions and Demographic Variables

a. Organizational Structure: An analysis of the data was

conducted to determine what patterns existed when PEP organize-

.
tional structure factors were examined by the demographic variables

of family types, employment patterns, racial groups and income levels.

PEPs that were (a) independent, (b) .larger organization associated,

and (c) part of informal organization were analyzed by the four demo-
.

graphic variables. Results produced profiles with- several similar-

ities and a few differences. Independent PEPs, those part of larger

organizations and those part of informal organizations all indicated

that "Intact parents, first marriage," was the family type most

commonly served (see Tables 26-28 in Appendix). These findings

support results presented in Part A-1 of this section. The mean

percentage ranking of other family types served varied only slightly

from the previously discussed results.

When analyzed by employment patterns, results showed that PEPs

which are part of informal organizations and those which are part of

larger organizations served more "One parent working, one at home"

family types whereas independent PEPs served more "Two parents

working" families (see Table 2,0-28 in Appendix). The latter finding

is more consistent with results presented in Part A-2 of this section

although "One parent working, one at home" family types ranks a close

sec4d based on mean rankings in Part A-2. Analyzing the three

organizational structures by racial groups (see Tables 26-28 in

,Appendix) produced no. differences Fran the findings reported in Part

A-3 of this section. The results of comparing these three
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organizational structures with income level data revealed that low

4 income participants were the type most commonly served (see Tables

25-2$ in Appendix). Lower middle and middle income levels ranked

Second and third except for PEPs part of larger organizations. These

findings were almost identical to those presented in Part A-4 of this

section.

b. Funding Sources: Further analyses of the PEP description

data were done to examine patterns which emerged when comparing

sources of funding mean rankings for the region with family type,

employment pattern, racial group and income level rankings. Results

from comparing the five funding sources by family types (see Tables

29-33 in Appendix) confirmed earlier findings reported in Part A-1 of

this section that' "Intact familiet, first marriage" was the more

commonly served family type. There were only slight differences when

comparing the mean rankings of other family types with respect to each

funding source and those reported for the entire region.

A comparison of the rankings by employment patterns for the

entire region and the five funding sources revealed similar f4ndings.

Programs funded with federal monies, donations, and client fees ranked

"Two parents working" as the employment pattern for most participants

served (see Tables 29-33 in Appendix). These results art the same as

those of the region discussed in Part A-2 of th&section. State and

local/community funded PEPs ranked "One parent working, onewat-home"

first. However, this employment pattern of partic(pants was ranked

second regionally. The rank order of other participant employment

patterns for each type of funding source varied slightly from the

regional rankings:4

The rankings regarding the ethnicity of PEP participants served
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in the region according to funding sources were almost the same as

regional findings. Differences occured only in the rankings by racial

---

groups for client-fee funded PEPS. In this case, Mexican Americans

were second most served with Blacks being third ranked (see Tables

29-33 in Appendix)..

Comparing funding source of income level ranking results with

...

regional results show both to be much the sane. Programs which were

mostly local /community funded differed from regional findings in that

middle income participants were the second type of participant most

served. Middle income participants ranked third regionally (see

Tables 29-33 in Appendix).
'\

c.
(Sponsoring

Organizations: An analysis of data was conducted

to compare rankings of folly types, employment patterns, racial
-

groups and income level by PEP sponsoring organizations (public

schools, social service agencies, church /religious affil iated,

private/profit-making groups, public/non-profit making groypS, and

strictly local based groups). Findings indicate that while both
...)

sponsoring organizations and regional gata ranked "Intact parents,

first marriage" as the fanily type most commonly served, ranking with

respect to other family types were slightly different for each

sponsoring organization when compared to regional results.

Comparing the two sets of rankings with respect to participant

emploympnt patterns found similarity between the top ranked regional
. .

'pattern and that for four of the six sponsoring organizations: "Two

parents working." Strictly, Local and Church/Religious sponsored PEPS

_ranked "One parent working, one at home" as the top family type

served. Differences al so were found between the rankings of other
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family types when cart, regional family type da,ta with sponsoring

agency _findings.

A comparison of racial groups most served by the various

sponsoring organizations to those served by all programs in the region

revealed a rank order listing almost identical to each other. TDe

exception was "Private, profit-making groups" which ranked Mexican

Americans as the second most commonly served participant group and

Blacks third. This ranking was the inverse of the regional and other

sponsoring organizations data results (see Tables 34-39 in Appendix).

18. Issues of Family Types by PEP Sponsoring Organizations /

Data were analyzed to determine the mean ranking of family types

whose issues are most commonly addressed in P P, sponsoring organiza-

tions which includes (a) public schools, (b) ocial service agenciet...,-%

(c) church /religious groups, *(d) private, prof t-making groups, (e)

public, non-profit making groups and.(f) non-associated/strictly local

groups. Mean scores were calculated ,based upon responses on a scale

with Low 0 1 2 3 4 High being the range of response choices.

Results indicate that "Parents of preschool-aged Athildren" was the

family type issue most commonly addressed by five the PEP sponsoring

agencies. Tile exception was "Private, profit-making groups" who

indicated "Parents of school-age children" as the"family type whose

issues they dealt with4the most. Rank ordering of mean response

reveal that Issues of "Parelts of school-age children" were second

ranked in three of the PEP sponsoring organizations.' "Working
4 4

mothers" familytype issues ranked second in two of the other

organizations (see Tables 40-45 in Appendix).

-1C4
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"Single fathe, without custody" was the family type,whose issues

were least addressed according to rankings by PEPs 'in four of the -six

sponsoring organizations. In the remaining tow organizations,

"Surrogate.partnt family" were the issues least addressed. The family

type issue second least dealt with was "Single fathers, with custody,"

as indicated by PEP rankings in foir of the six organizations.
e.

Ranking results for other family type it'sds varied quite differently
f

among the PEP sponsoring organizations (see Tables, 9-45'in Appendix).

19. Topic Focus by Sponsoring Organizations

Results from analyses to determine the ranking of 'topics most

frequehtly focused upon, by PEP spoindrAng organizations show that
6

"Communications skills" was ranked highest by four of the six sponsor- '

ing organizations. ,"Discipline in general' ranked vs the highest

topic in public, non-profit PEP sponsoring groups while "Behavior

management" was highest ranked topic for PEPs sponsored by social

service agencies. Second ranked by four of the six PEP sponsoring.,

organizations was the topic "Self-concept and personality of children"

with "Discipline in general" ranked second by the other two organiza-

',

tions.

Based upon results from five of the six PEP sponsoring organiza-

tions, "Bilingual education" was the lowest ranked topic whereas

"Family advocacy" was lowest racked by PEPs in public schools.

,VFamily planning" was second lowest ranked also 4-non-associated,

strictly local and private, profit-making organization sponsored

PEPs which are social service agency sponsored. Rankings of the

"nr remaining topics varied among the P4P sponsoring organizations (see

I

Tables 46-51 in Appendix),
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20. Characteristics of PEPs by State and Sponsoring Organizations

a. State PEP charaopristics. Results show that in terms of.

organizational-structure, 55.0% or more of state PEPs are programs

operating within larger organizations based upon mean response

percentages (see Item 1 of Tables 52-57). The second most common

organizational structure for St ho who operate inde-

pendently with their own staff. Grass roots organization PEPs within

little structure were the least cocoon type of program organizational

structure found.

The source of monies for state PEPs varied noticeably according

to mean response percentage rankings. In four of the six states

(Arkansas, Mississippi, New Mexico, Texas) federal funds were the

major source of monies; whereas local/community based funds were the

major source of monies for Louisiana and Oklahoma PEPs (see Tables

52.'57 in Appendix). State funds were the second most indicated source

' of monies for PEPs in four states (Oklahoma, Mississippi, Louisiana,

Arkansas). Local/community based funds ranked as the second source of

funds for Texas PEPs with client fees as the second ranked fund§

. (

source of PEPs in New Mexico. Being highly dependent upon donations

was the lowest ranked source of PEP funds in five 'states (Arkansas,

Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas). Client fees ranked lowest

as a source of funds in Mississippi (see Tables 52-57 in Appendix).

For four-of the six states (Arkansas, Mississippi, New Mexico,
Lia

%

Texas), mean percentage responses indicate that 50% or more of their

PEPs have activitie; directed toward a specific target group. Two

. states, Louisiana and Oklahoma direct less of their activities toward

specific target groups (see Tables 52-57 in Appendix). In five state it

e
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PEPs, results indicate that the majority of their program activities

are "Planned class meetings on specific topics." For PEPs in

Mississippi the other state "Reguqr meetings igth changing topics"

is the major type of program activity. The type of program activity

least conducted for all states is "Periodic meetings with changing
"

topics" (see Tables 52-57 in Appendix).

Results regarding courses offered indicate that overall for state

PEPs, (1) approximately 2-3 courses are offered at one time, (2).the

average number of class meetings per course is 5-6, and (3) class

meetings average. about 1 1/2 - 2 hours in length (see Item 6; Tables

52-57 in Appendix).

More than 60% of the staff in five of he state PEPs were

described as "Professionals in child development, social Iti,ork,

psychology, etc." The other state, Mississippi, indicated that most

of the PEP staff have master's or doctorate degrees (see Item 7,

Tables 52-57 in Appendix). With the exception of Mississippi, the

second most common description of state PEP staff is that a majority

have "master's or doctorate degrees." In Mississippi, the second

ranked description of PEP staff was "trained nurses." The PEP staff

type least described in five of the state PEPs was "trained nurses.",

. For the other state ( lississippi), "trained lay persons" was least

descriptive of.PEP staff (see Item 7, Tables 52-57 in Appendix).

For PEPs in five states, 39% or less of the clients pay fees to

take parent education courses with Arkansas having the lowest percent-

age (x 17.1. Approximately 55% of Oklahoma PEPs indicated that

clients pay fees for taking parent education courses (see Item 8,

Tables 52-57'in Appendix).
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In terms of program evaluatfbn, results show that for a majority

of PEPs in all states CZ = 69.0% or more for each state), "Informal

' evaluation at the end of a course" ranks as the most common type of

evaluation activity. "Follow-up written evaluation several weeks

after course ends" was the evaluation activity least utilized. Fifty

percent (50.0%) or more of the PEPs in four states (Texas, New Mexico,

Mississippi, and Ar4nsas) indicated that their funding source

required some form of evaluation. In two states (Oklahoma and

Louisiana), evaluation was a funding requirement in less than 36% of

the PEPs. Results also show that in a majority of state PEPs there is

(1) no money for evaluation, (2) no time for evaluation and (3) staff

are not trained in evaluation methods (see Item 10', Tables 52-57 in

Appendix).

b. Sponsoring Organizations Characteristics. Data analysis

results found that in four PEP sponsoring organizations 61.7% or more

of the programs "Operated within a larger organization." For private,

profit-making sponsored PEP5,t"Independent program with own staff" was

the organizational structure most prevalent - 37.2). "Independent

program within a larger organization" was the major organizational

structure of most PEPs that are non-associated, strictly local ocgan-

ization with little bur cratic structure" (see Item 1, Tables 58-63

in Appendix). I ,

In three of the types of sponsoring organizations,.federal funds
( ,

a . was the major source of monies for most PEPs. Two sponsoring organ-

. .

izations received PEP funding mostly from client fees while one

sponsoring organization's PEPs were funded mainly from local - community

based sources. Dependency mostly on donations was the source of funds

to

1s
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leapt reported by five PEP sponsoring organizations, whereas one

(public, non-profit group sponsored) indicated that the lowest

source of PEP funds came from client fees (see Item 2, Tablet 50-63

in Appendix).

In three of the types of sponsoring organizations, federal funds

were the major source Of monies for most PEPs. Two sponsoring organ-

izations received PEP fdnding mostly from client fees while one

sponsoring orgaization's PEPs were funded mainly from local-community

based sources. Dependency mostly on donations was the source of funds

least reported by five PEP sponsoring organizations, whereas one

(public, non-profit group sponsored) indicated that the lowest source

of PEP funds came from client fees (see Item 2 Tables 50-63 in

Appendix).

A majority of PEPs in four of the sponsoring organizations

indicate that their activities are directed to a specific target

group, whereas most activities are less target group directed in

a malbrity of PEPs for the two other sponsoring organizations (see

Item 4, Tables 58-63 in ,Appendix).

A majority of the program activities in organizational sponsored

PEPs (fir out of six) were "planned etings on specific topics"

based upon data results. In social se ice agency sponsored and non'

associated, strictly local organization PEPs, most indicated the

prevalent type of activity was "Happeni on a one-to-one basis between

parents and staff." Findings show that the least common program

activity for most PEPs in the six sponsoring organizations was

"Periodic meetings with changing topics" (see Item 5, Tables 58-63 in

Appendix).

ej
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Results reveal that four courses offered in PEPs sponsored by

organizations (I) approximately 2-3 courses are offered at one time,

(2) four to eight class meetings per course are held, and (3) the

average length of class meetings ranged from about 1 1/2 to 2 1/2

hours (see Item 6, Tables 58-63 in Appendix).

More than 50% of the PEP staff in each type of sponsoring organ-

izatiop are "Professionals in child development social work,

psychology, etc." The second most common characteristic of most PEP

staff was "having a master's or doctorate degree" (in five of the six

sponsoring organizations). "Trained nurses" was the least common

characteristic for most organizational sponsored PEP staff.

Most Clients in organization-sponsored PEPs do not hal.1 to pay

fees for parent education courses (31$ or less in four of six organ-

izations). However, a majority of clients (74.4%) in Private, Profit-

Making sponsored PEPs do pay fees as do about one-half (47.2%)of the

clients in Church/Religious group sponsored PEPS (see Item 8, Tables

stia63).

Program evaluation results indicate that for most organization

sponsored P s, "Informal evaluation at the end of a course" was. the

major kind evaluation activity 66.7% or more PEPs in five of

six organizations). In Private, profit-making organization sponsored

PEPs, results found that "Stafdard evaluation form at the end of a

course" was the most reported type of program evaluation (72.1%). In

I all organization sponsored PEPs, 50.0% or less reported ihttheir

funding source required some form of evaluation. With respect to

other aspects of evaluation, results indicate that most PEPs in each

type of sponsoring organization have (1) few trained evaluation staff
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persons, (2) little or no time for such activities, and (3) no funds

set aside to conduct assessment of programs (see Item 10, Tables 58-

63 in Appendix).

Summary

Results of survey data analyses were presented regarding (1) the

region, (2) the individual states, and (3) PEP sponsoring organiza-

tions. Major factors in the analyses included demographic variables,

topic foci, family issues addressed and PEP characteristics. Means

and mean percentages of responses in tabular formats were usbd to

describe data findings. A ranking ordering of these findings were

presented to determine-the level of importance for each data set. The

following section will provide a discussion of the findings and is

followed by a section on conclusions and recommendations.
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V. DISCUSSION

Survey's results discussed in this section pertain to the extent to

which PEPs are serving the needs of parents whose family structures are

changing. Similarities and differences of the results will be highlighted

in the discussion including relevant findings from regional, state, and PEP

sponsoring organizations.

A. Clients Served by Family Types

Results when analyzed regionally then braen down by state, funding

sources, and sponsoring organizations indicate that the family type of most

clients served by PEPs was "Intact parents, first marriage." A major

purpose of the survey was to determine to what extent PEPs were serving

parents with changing family structures (e.g., single parent, divorced,

remarried, foster, adoptive, etc.). Intact parent, first marriage families

tend to dominate family types in this region (CENTER Interim Report,

February 1980) and appear to be the major family type nationwide. Evidence

renting to the question posed was found in results which indicate "Single

parents, divorced" as the second most common family type served by PEPs

regionally. In Texas, Oklahoma and New Mexico, this family type was"the

second most common type served while it ranked third in the other three

states. These trends were basically the same when results by sponsoring

organization and funding sources were examined. These findings appear to

indicate that PEPs area dealing with parents who represent one type of

changing family structure. Even though "Single parents, divorced" families

were ranked second or third to "Intact parents, first marriage," a signif-

icant number of PEPs report them as clients. This offers further support

that such parents needs are being served. Significant efforts by PEPs to

serve other types of parents in changing family structures are not evident

from the data.
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B. Clients Served by Employment Patterns

Results indicated that "Two parents working" families was the

employment pattern most descriptive of clients served. Ranked second was

the pattern of "One parent working, one at home." The former finding

appears to support the trend of more mothers returning to the work force

while the latter is more typical of traditional family employment patterns

in the nation. Of more interest are the third and fourth-ranked family

patterns regionally which vary slightly when examined by state, sponsoring

organizations and funding sources. Both "Single parent working" and

"Single pa ?ent not working," as employment patterns, are indicative of

changing family structures. Although families with these kinds of

employment patterns apparently are served less by PEPs when compared to the

more traditio71 ones, the mean 'ranking variation of client employment

patterns accordtng to state sponsoring organizations and funding sources

indicates that more parents such changing family structures are

receiving PEP services.

C. Clients Served by Racial Groups

Census figures (CENTER Interim Report, February 1980) indicate that

Whites represent the largest percentage of the region's population.

Results found that Whites are the largest client group for PEPs regionally,

statewide, by sponsoring organizations and by funding sources. Blacks,

second most populace racial group in the region, are correspondingly the

seconnd most client racial group served except in (1) New Mexico, (2)

Private, profit making sponsored PEPs and)(3) PEPs supported mostly by

client fees. In each of these categories, Mexican Americans are the second

most served client group. In all other instances, Mexican Americans rank

as the third most frequently served racial group. Thise findings tend to
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support population trends found in the region and states individually.

Mean rankings indicate that more Blacks and Mexican American clients are

served in PEPS mostly dependent upon federal funds. Mexican Americans are

least served by PEPs dependent mostly on donations whereas PEPs with

funding mostly from client fees serve the least number of Black clients.

The results were not interpreted with respect to causality regarding these

findings. In terms of PEP sponsoring organizations, more Blacks were

served by those associated with public schools with the fewest served by

PEPs associated with private profit groups. Mexican Americans also were

more served by public school PEPs but least served by church/religious

group affiliated PEPs.

O. Clients Served by Income Level

PEPs regionally, by state, by sponsoring organizations and by funding

sources all serve more low income level clients than clients in any other

of the four levels. This pattern varies by state, sponsoring' organization

and funding sources with respect to the rankings for other income levels of

clients served. Lower middle incane clients were second ranked for all

states except Oklahoma and Texas. Middle income clients were most served

by PEN in Louisiana; but generally ranked third in other states.

According to funding sources, lower middle income clients were the,

second most served group except for those mostly local /community funded

where middle income clients were served most. By sponsoring organizations,

mean rankings indicate that three served middle income PEP clients second

most. While the remaining three served lower middle PEP clients second

most. It would appear that low income clients receive most of the services

provided by PEPs. While causality was not addressed, the deficit model

issue could be raised or at least the question as to whether PEP providers
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perceived that low income clients need more parent education services due

to their SES status. Results do not offer insights to this question as

presented and the issue is somewhat tempered by the overall indication that

a significant number of middle income clients are being served by PEPs.
4.

While no one factor seems clearly attributable to this

appear that an increase in two parent working families

consideration. The same may al so hold true. for lower-

clients..

E. Family Type Issues PEPs Address

finding, it would

may be' an important

middle income PEP

Findings reveal that the top three family issues most commonly

addressed by PEPs generally were ranked as follows: (I) "Parents-of

preschool-age children"; (2) "Parents of school-age children"; and (3)

"Working mothers." Since most parent education efforts began at the

preschool leviel, results appear to indicate that PEP issues relating to

family types with children of that age are still prevalent. Indications

that parent -education has spread noticeably into public schools was shown
.

by results which found more PEPs being ptiblic schdol associated than any.

of her type of sponsoring organizations. Further evidence of PEP popularity

at the public school level was revealed by the fact that issues of school-
.

age children's parents were those second most commonly dealt with by PEPs.

Families with working mothers, while tending to be more common among low

income and minority groups, is a type of emerging family structure. From

results, it appears that PEPs are addressing the issue's of this. family type

whose growth is mainly attributable to the increasing number of mothers

returning to the.work force.

Louisiana was the only state which ranked "Parents of school-age

children" as being first among issues Tost PEPs address. Part of the

emphasis on this family type rather than on parents of preschool-age

. 17,..; 165,
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children may be explained by the fact that Louisiana public schools do not

have mandatory kindergarten. Thus, a focus on preschool education does not

seem apparent. In addition, federal wellies which have been the main source

of mosttparent education, such funds support the least number of PEP

activities in Louisiana. This funding source has been the forerunner of

most large-scale preschool education efforts. Thus, low federal funding

and non-mandated preschool education may account for more of a focus 'an

school-age children's parent issues in Louisiana. Further, preschool

education appears to be a more recent phenomenon in the state with parent

education at that level basically supported by state .and local funds.
.ffie

However, the majority of PEPs in the state are associated with public

schools.

Private, profit-Making PEPs reported that more of their efforts were

directed toward issues of families with parents having school-age children.

All other sponsoring organizations reported dealing with issues of families
..

with parents with preschool -age children., This'was similar to regional and

state results overall., The findings were not clear as to why issues of

family types that private, profit- making associated PEPs indicated as being
42

deal t with di ffered

issues for families
,

priority based upon

organizations:

from the .other sponsoring organizations. In terms of

who structures are changing, they appear to be low

mean rankings regionally, by state and by sponsoring

F. PEP Topics Most Focused Upon

Discipline with respect to children of all ages has traditionally been

a concern of parents and school staff. Evidence, that discipline is still a

concern was found in results which indicate "Discipline" along with

"Ccaimunication skills" as the-highest ranked topics that most PEPs focus

upon. "Behavior management" which is discipline related and "Children's
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sel f-concept and personal ity" ,were the next highest ranked topics of PEP

focus. "Communication skills!' was ,the (highest ranked topic focus in three

of the six sponsoring organizations and three of the six states. It would

appear that there is a major concern about parents and children

canmunicating rm3re,effectively. The findings also may imply that

parent-parent and parent-school staff communications are of concern.

Parent -child home. activities was the highest ranked topic of focus by

Mississippi PEPs. Results were not clear with respect to the reasons for

this topic being ranked first. Overall, family planning andjsay
) advocacy were the topics least focused upon. This varied somewhat by

sponsoring organizations and by state. Family planning which among other

things deals with birth control appears to be mostly unplanned or never

dealt with as a PEP topic. This is an interesting findings especially

since a majority of the PEP clients are low incdme parents. Perhaps it

reflects what may be a growing mood that low incase family intervention of

this sort is becoming less desirable. Family advocacy Which related to

participation in political,mattersappears not to be a topic of concern for

PEPs. The focus seems rare on strengthening the family as a unit and less

on members as they move out of the "family circle" as individuals into

society. Perhaps well-trained parents.as advocates are viewed-as a threat

to existing PEP structures. While the results are not expl icit with /

respect to these notions, the issues raised are not new.

Results of topics focused upon by PEPs regionally, by state and by

funding organizations do not explicitly indicate an association with

families whose structures are changing. The highest ranked topics could be

the focus of any family type. Thus, topic-wise, PEPs implicitly appear to

be addressing the needs of families with changing structures.
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G. Characteristics of PEPs

I. Organizational Structure. Results indicate that regionally, by

states and by sponsoring organizations-a majority of PEPs operate within

some larger organization. It would appear then that most PEPs are

typically integral to some larger organizational structure and possibly,

implies a more comprehensive approach to dealing with family matters.

Slightly more than one third of the PEPs are independent programs' having

their own staff. Thi$ percentage varies slightly among states and

sponsoring organization's. Findings indicate that to a much lesser degree,

there are PEPs which operate independently in their attempts to serve

parents ana families. The least type d'.& structure found was that of PEPs

being grass roots organization with little bureaucratic structure. It

would appear that while these PEP organizatitnal structures might be least

operative; they may indeed serve the function of reaching parents and

families which larger organizational PEPs often overlook or fail to reach.

Thus, while PEPs within larger organizational structures are more evident

and may be more comprehensive in.nature, those having oth'er organizational

structures appear to be important also in that they tend to broaden the

511ge and number of family structures served.
(

2. Funding Sources. With respect to funding,..,federal-monies arelthe

major source of support for most PEPp whether regionally, by states or by

sponsoring ccIrganizations. This appears to be not uncharacteristic of most

PEP funding sourceszin e the impetus and growth of parent education on a
44,

large scale basis was i itiated at the federal level. Regionally, there

appeahs to be just as mu h funding support for PEPs from local/community

based sources as there is from state sources. The results-vary somewtat

when examined by states and sponsoring organizations. In two states

) 68
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(Louisiana and Oklahoma), most PEP funding support reportedly comes from

local/comiunity-base sources while the other four ttatei tend to follow

regional results. Further, state funds were the second-ranked funding

source for PEPs in Louisiana and Oklahoma. The resultskare not clear as to

why such differences occur. 4

There ippears to be more of a relation hip between variations found in

sponsoring orgynizations results. Both church/religious group and private,

. profit - making group PEPs ranked client fees as their majorsource of funds.

Since neither group usually has ready access to or qualifies for federal

wh:

theyand state funds, clients fees appears.to be Ile source of funds they would

solicit. These PEPs also tend to deal with a more select group of parents,

making client fees all the more appropriate as a funding source. PEPS

which are of the non-associated, strictly local organizatiolliroup, as

would be I'Xpec'ed, receive most of their 'funds from local/community based

sources. Results with respect to PEP sources of funds tend to be indica-

tive of.the organizational structure within wiligh \each type of PEPs

operate. Donations were rep10 to be the lowest ranked source of -funds

fqr PEPs regionally, by state and by sponsoring organization. Thus, it

appears that while PEP funding generally stems from federal, state and

w s
local/community based sources, it may vary for certain types of sponsar-4ing

4

,Organizations: and the pecularities of a/State.

,3, target Group Focus. The extent to which PEP activities are e

directed toward specific target groups vanes adtording to the results

presented An Tables 7,52-0: Oxerall, it/Appears tilt most PEP efforts

are specific target group *directed, but' notidable differences occur, based
.

its

upon mean responses perctntages, when examining state and sponsoring .

$'
organization results. Oklahoma and Loulijana PEPs are "least directed'

.. .
, .4.z.

toward specific target gifoup whereas Oarge majority of Mississippi PEPs

I. -
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are for specific target groups (x a 83.3%). Low income participants appear

to be the most mentioned PEP target group. Thus, while the range of groups

targeted for PEPs varies as does the mean percentage by state and

sponsoring organizations, most PEPs are being established to serve some

specific audience of participants.

4. Types of Activities. PEPs were asked to describe the kinds of

activities most frequently conducted. Results clearly show that, overall,

a 'Planned series meetings on specific topics" was the most commonly

described'PEP activity based on mean rankings. The ranking varied somewhat

when results among states and sponsoring organizations were examined. In

44.

social service agency and non-assqciated strictly, activities which 'Happen

on a one-to-one basis between parent and staff' were top-ranked. This

would appear to reflect a more client-oriented apporoach to PEP for these

sponsoring organizations. In Mississippi, "ilgular leetings with changirig

topicsmiwas the most frequent kind of PEP activity reported. Results do

not indicate what the reasons might be for this difference in rankings. In

general, it appears as though most PEPs offer activities which are planned

and sequenced according to topics. Further, since "Happens on a one-to-one

basis' was the secoln$ most frequently ranked PEP activity, this seems to

indica, that there is more of an attempt by PEPs to make their offerings

relevant to the individual needs of clients served. Thus, topic-specific,

planned in a series, and .individualized appear to be the more prominent

characteristics fiDP the kinds of PEP activities offered. 'Periodic meet-

ings wiif changing topics" (4mest ranked overall) appears to be the type

of PEPactivity least offered. Such activities appear to lackthe

characteristics of those more frequently reported REP activity offerings.

5. Program CoursesItnd Meeings. Most tip s tend to offer at least

.11016%

two or three courses at the same times This would appear to indicate that
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PEPs are attempting to serve a variety of participant needs. The average

number'of class meetings for courses offered is approximately five to six.

This seems to indicate that maybe PEPs are 'moving away from "one shot"

efforts and
.

mor.t es° towards efforts of more quality and substance with

respect to courses offered. On the average, it appears that class meetings

last for about two hours'each. This finding varies among individual states

and sponsoring organizations. Among sponsoring organizations, the private,

profit- makingiaverage length of class meetings was more the 2 1/2 hours.

By s only Louisiana came close to this average length. The overall

findin (approximately 2 hours for class meetings) tends to confirm earlier

results from SEDL's Early Childhood Program (Final Report, 1976 and 1977)

that parents and program staff preferred parent education mtetings which

range from 1 1/2 to 2 hours in length. .

6. PEPStaff. A majority of P staff persons are characterized as

being professionally trained persons with graduate degrees. Child develop-

;pent, social wort, psychology, etc:, appear to be the specializati areas

ilof staff persons who for thqmost,part also holtd Master's or doct rate

degrees. Public school associated PEPs appear to have the largest percent-

age of graduate staff, whereas chmrch/refigious group PEPs have the least

percent of staff with advanced degrees. Ge rally, there are more degree

persons in public schools as a'sponsorin trganization when compared to

others ift the study. Conversely, chu h/religious group educational
8.

efforts tend to be less'sta with persons wing adv4nce degrees.. La

persons are more likely to be the type of persons who staff<hurch/-

xeligiousAroup educational efforts which was the finding in this study.

: The second most indicated type of staff persons found fn church/religiou

group PEPs was lay persons = 41.7). _

)



Trained nurses was the least ranked staff characteristic for

regional, sponsoring organizations in the states, except Mississippi.

Here, there were significantly More trained nurses who are part of PEP

staffs ,than trained.lay persons.

For the regton, most PEP staff persons were reported to be full-time

11
employees. ,This finding varied somewhat when sponsoring organization

results were examined. Full-tire staff persons were characteristic of

most Public school, Social,service agency end Public, nonprofit group

sponsored PEPs. However, more part-time staff were reported for Church/

religious group, Private, profit-making group and Non-associated, strictly

local organization sponsored PEPs. These groups would appear unable to

bear the more extensive payroll, overhead, and other costs for maintaining

large full time PEP staff. Thus, as the results indicate, such PEP

staff are more likely to be part -time. In addition, it is possible that

many staff in these kinds of PEPs might have home, career/vocational or

civiceinterests to occupy other portions of their available time.

7. PEP Fees for Courses. When queried about whether clients have

to pay a fee for taking a parent education course, a majority of PEPs

indicated that fees were not carged. This finding aid not hold true fort,

Church/religious and Private, profit-making PEPs where a majority

reported thit client fees are charged to take parent education courses.

It would appear that without the more varied funding base that other

OP
organizational sponsored PEPs seem to have, client fees represent an

important source of income for Church and Private, for pryfit PEPs:

In only one state, Oklahoma, did hst PEPs report that fees were charged

to clients for taking parent education courses. Results did not indicate

the reasons for this occurrence. Thus, it would appear'that both the

172 ,122 .
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organizational base and the range of available funding sources are key

determinants as to whether PEPs charge clients for taking courses.

8. PEP Evaloetion. Program evaluation is usually perceived.as an

important aspect of most educational programs. It is a means of informing

providers and participants about how effective various activities are in

providing knowledge, skills, attitudes, etc. PEPs stand to benefit from

such efforts as would any other type of program. Based upon the results,

it would appear that most PEPs reportedly conduct some type of evaluation

activity. A majority of PEPs do an "informal evaluation by gathering

feedback from participants at the end of a course." This pattern holds

true when examining results from sponsoring organizations with the

A exception of Private, profit - making PEPS. Fordthese PEPs, a "standard

form filled out by all participants after completing a course" was the

highest ranked evaluation activity. Results are not clear with respect

to this exception. Among the state PEPs, results were identical to the

regional findings.

"Follow-up written-evaluations conducted several weeks after a

course has ended" was the lowest ranked form of PEP evaluation utilized.

It would appear that, based upon this finding, PEPs generally do not know

what impact or value. learning's from a course have for parents once they

return to the parenting situation (usually at home). Lacking such data

appears to leave a Mid with respect to determining the overall effective-

ness pf PEP activities. This seems to be very important data that PEPs
Sm.

need. Conducting PEP evaluation activities overall, appears to be compli-

cated by three factors: (1) no time, (2) no money, and (3) few"staff

trained in evaluation methods. These are perceived as serious problems

i;
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for PEP evaluation efforts in an immediate sense and, in the long term,

as detractors from enhancing their effectimenesS. Efforts should be

initiated to correct these apparent weaknesses.

9. PEP Class Enrollment Reasons. Based upon mean rankings,'

"Self-desire to be Defter parents," "Minor problems at home," and

"General interest in the topic being covered" were the three top reasons

for PEP clients enrolling in classes. These three topics were very

closely ranked mean percentage-wise (see Table 7, Item 14). It would

appear that parents see a need for improving their parenting skills and

avail themselves of the opportunities when offered. Further, it seers

as though more parents having minor family problems at home are reaching

out for help thrqugh PEPs. This appears to be a trend away from keeping

family problems within She unit itself or limiting acknowledgement of them

only to the close networks it s typically use. The next three highest

ranked reasons for enrolling in PEP courses provide useful insights

also. Parents experiencing major problems at home appear to be turning

to external sources for assistance. Of particular interest is the enroll-

ment reason regarding ''School-related issues." Part of this is explained

by the fact that a majority of the PEPs are school-based. In addition,

this finding appears to reflect the growing interest on the part of

parents in (1) childten's school success, and (2) parents participation

in school matters. "Lack-of support from spouse and.others" is a reason

warranting further attent4ony Previously, getting parents to acknowledge

such problems e\cisied was extremely difficult for PEPS. Although these

reasons are those from the perspective of PEP staff, they appear to

represent indication of issues which needed to be dealt with but heretofore,

were difficult to get out in the open from parents. From these findings,

174
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it seems as though PEPs are becoming more relevant with respect to important

parent concerns that are surfacing. Finally, it would appear that more

parents are turning to PEPs for actual assistance rather than as a means

to other services. The low ranking CZ = 20.6) of the reason "To recei*

some other services" appears to be support of this.

10. PEP Course Dropout Reasons. The five top reasons PEPs 'indicate

for parents dropping courses are somewhat closely ranked (see Table 7,

Item 16). "Lack of time" And "Competing family obligations" which repre-

sent impingements upon time which may be available for parents to take

PEP courses are interrelated to a certain extent. With the increased

number of mothers returning to the work force, of other parents working

extra jobs, of time to maintain the home, and of children's activities

external to the home, participation in PEP courses by parents is further

complicated. "Work schedule changes" are usually not controlled by parents,

but,appear to disrupt plans V:140nroll in PEP courses or complete those

that have been started.

In order to help sustain enrollment in PEP courses, participating

parents need support from those close to them. When such support is not

there, this appears to be a contributing factor in the decision to drop

a course. Perhaps PEP attention should be directed toward helping the

non-participating partner or spouse of the enrollee understand the nature

and importance of courses to both parents and the family as a whole.

"Loss of interest,' as a, dropout reason, appears to have implications for

the relevance and usefulness of PEP course offerings. Although fifth-

highest ranked, this reason for dropping courses tends to get at the main

focus of this study. Relevance of PEP activities would appear to be a

1
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most important consideration in attracting enrollees for courses and main-

taining their participation once enrolled. It would appear that PEPs

need to give more attention to increasing the relevance and meaning of

PEP courses as a move toward decreasing enrollee dropout. A major prob-

lem of previous PEP courses involved the use of materials too simplistic

or complex content-wise and those at a language level unsuitable for

participants (SEDL ECP Final Report 1976 and 1977). Mean rankings appear

to indicate that such problems are being reduced and have, thereby, reduced

these as reasons enrollees drop out of courses. PEPs need to continue

efforts which help eliminate dropouts from courses and, in turn, enhance

the probability of increasing course completion.
- _

11. Other Characteristics. Overwhelmingly, PEPs indicated that

participation of fathers in their programs-was important. This has been

.a thorny issue for PEPs historically, although efforts have been made to

. .

deal with the issue. Both economic and family instability seem to be

emerging as new roadblocks to more father participation. Offering more A A

babysitting services which are lacking noticeably in most PEPs (see

Table 7, Item 12) may be part of the solution. But resolution of other

problems which tend to prevent father participation appear to be out of

the purview of PEPs. With more mothers working, PEP participation could

be further reduced. Weekends do not seem to be appropriate as most PEPs

indicate (see Table 7) and afternoon or evening time, the most popular

now, may be less available in the future. Perhaps a more viable alter-

native lay with the work place. Possibilities could be explored with respect

to exporting PEP to job sites where employers set aside time for workers

to participate: While not enabling both parents to participate
4

taneously in PEP activities, t might allow more totake part, espetially

fathers; than are at present. %.su
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Summary

This disacussiorvias attempted to provide further insights to the

meaning of results from the survey. Generally, Vie results indicate that

PEP activities still serve more parents in traditional family structures

but that the issues and concerns of those in changing family structures

appear to be increasingly more a part of such efforts. As the findings

seem tO indicate, additional analyses could produce results that further

describe PEP activities in the region. Such analyses are not contemplated

as time allows. In Sectiof VI which follows, conclusions and recommenda-

tions based upon results and discussion thereof will be...presented.

4
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study surveyed 577 Parent Education Programs (PEPs) in a six-

state region to determine the extent to which such programs were serving

families whose structuresjare changing. Responses were received from 279

. PEPs and of that total 70 were unusable. This left a total of 209 ques-

tionnaires from which data were extracted, analyzed and reported on in the

previous sections.

Results and discussions thereof attempted to.characterize findings

which described PEPs from the perspective of the region as a whole, each

state in the region, and sponsoring organizations. In addition, results

were discussed regarding demographic variables which described the clients

PEPs serve. Finally, discussion of results describing certain character-

istics of PEPs were presented. This section will briefly summarize the

4 /Iv. /MOM a A ii- . .
.

* I

findings, then present conclusions and recommendations based upon indi-

cations from the results.

A majority of the clients served by PEPs in the region were parents

living together and still in their first marriage. This group was followed

by "Single parents, divorced," "Teenage parents," and "Parents of the

handicapped". respectively, as the most common family types served by PEPs.

A majority of the clients PEPs served were of the "Two parent working

families" employment pattern. Ranked closely behind were clients from

families whose employment patterns were described as being "one parent

working and one at home" and "Single parent, working." The racial group

Brea down of clients served by PEPs tends to follow national and regional

trends. Whites were highest ranked by.PEPs as the,racial grdup that PEPs

serve most often with Blacks ranking second and Mexican Americans third.

r
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Not surprising was the finding that a majority of PEPs served clients

who were mostly in the low income group. However, it was interesting

to observe that PEPs tended to serve more middle income clients (second-

ranked) than those in the lower middle income group which was third-

ranked.

The,top-ranked family types whose issues results indicate are more

commonly addressed by most PEPs includ;`Trrit -- "Parents of preschool-

age children," second -- "Parents of school-age children," third --

"Working mothers," and fourth -- "Families with both parents working."

Indications from results reveal that the topics which are the focus of

most PEPs were ranked as follows: (1) Discipline in general and commun-

ication skills (virtually tied for first); (2) Self-concept and personality,

of children; (3) Behaytor management (interpreted as being related to1114.i 7. II . o
Item 1); and (4) Parent-child home activities.

When results regarding these demographic variables were examined by

states and by sponsoring organizatoins, the top ranked findings generally

remained the same as regional results. However, there were instances

, of noticeable differences amongithe mean rankings of other variables.

Typically, most PEPs can be characterized by the following state nts.

First, the predominant organizational structure they have can be desc ibed

as being part of some larger framework or structure. Second, most

funding for PEPs comes from federal sources with exceptions relating to

the kind of sponsoring ofganization. Third, PEPs targeted more of their

activities toward a specific group with low income participants most

commonly mentioned as that specific target audience. Fourth, the major

type of activity that PEPs conduct can be described as being "Planned

series of meetings which focus on specific topics." The second most

t
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mentioned PEP activity was the kind which "Happen on a one-to-one basis

between parents and staff." Fifth, dsually more than one parent education

course is offered concurrently and has five to six class meetings that

last on the average of two hours each.

Sixth, Most PEP staff are (1) professionals with advanced degrees

in specific but related areas, and (2) work as full-time PEP employees.

Seventh, a majority of PEPs do not charge clients a fee for taking parent

education courses. Eighth, some form of evaluation is conducted by most

PEPs with "Informal evaluation through gathering feedback from participants

at the end of a course" being the most commonly reported evaluation

activity. Ninth, the reason most participants enroll in PEP classes is

a desire on their part to be better parents. "Experiencing minor problems

at home" and having a "general interest in the PEP topics being covered"

666666666 I I

were the next most mentioned reasons for PEP course enrollment. Tenth,

r

the major reason which causes parents to i/op out of PEP classes is a

lack of time to continue their participation. In addition, "Competing

family obligations" and vWork schedule changes" were important contri-

butors to participant dropout from PEP cOurses. Finally, father parti-
-

cipatidn is woefully lacking-in PEPs, but overwhelmingly deemed to be

important. While these characteristics more generally describe PEPs based'

upon analyses of results, some variation of descriptions exist when exam-

ining the data more closely by state and by sponsoring organizations.

Given this synopsis Of the survey's results, the following conclu-

sions are offered with respect to how PEPs are serving the families whose

structures are changing in the SEDL six-state region. First, the family

type that a majority of PEPs in the region serve is more like the

traditional American family (intadt and first marriage) rath4 than some
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1_00

oc

ty.

4



olo

of the more contemporary types whose numbers are increasing noticeable

(e.g., remarried, adoptive, single parent, never married, etc.). However,

there appears to be some indication that a change is occurring with respect

to PEPs serving these types of families. Evidence of this can be seen in

the finding that "Single parents, divorced," a growing trend among family

types today, was the type of family second most served by PEPS. This

fines generally held true in each state and sponsoring organization.

41cond, it is concluded that most PEP clients have employment patterns

which typify those often used to describe working families. Families

with both parents, working (top-ranked) n be generally described as an

emergent employment pattern although th phenomenon has existed quite

a while for certain portions of low to middle SES and minority groups.

A contributing factor to the increase in this pattern is the economic

pressure and/or strain which practically all' Americans are feeling

presently. PEP clients from families which have a "Working single parent"

were third most served and appear similar in description to the "Single

parent, divorced" group, ranked second in terms off family types served.

Thus, additional evidence is offered to surport the conclusion'that

PEPs are beginning to serve families whose structures are changing.

Third, results are Very conclusive that the proportion of racial

groups most PEPs serve tend to be related to general population trends

in the region. While in certain states and sponsoring organizations

these trends vary,lienic breakdowns of PEP clients served percentage -

wise are very similar to patterns found in census data for the region.

Fourth, PEPs serve clients who are mostly from low-income groups with

middle-income clients, as those second most served. Results lead to the

4/.
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conclusion that a combination of factors, though not clearly discernable,

are causing PEPs in the region to attract and serve more poor clients

(low income) and a noticeable increasing number of middle income clients.

In terms of family type issues PEPs address, the fifth conclusion

is that preschool-age children's parents are the major foCus of PEP

efforts whereas issues of pal:ents with school -age children are increAs-

ingly being addressed by PEPs that indicate a shift "upward" in terms of

parent education's focus. Sixth, it is concluded that discipline problems

are still of major concern to parents as indicated by it being one of

the two most frequent topic's in PEP courses. Further, since communication,

skills was equal in popularity among PEP topics focused upon, the con-

clusion is that Arhaps having parents learn, to communicate more and/or

better with their children will help diminish problems (e.g., discipline)

.

in parenting while enhancing the process. 1

The final conclusion centers on characteristics of PEPs,in the region.

Results and discussion lead us to conclude that most PEPs are a part of a

largeriorganizational structure, receive most of their funds from federal

sources, and aim activities at specific target groups, Further, PEPs

do plan extensively the topics for courses offered but generally do not

charge for services provided. In addition, PEPs, characteristically,

are served by full-time professional staff who mostly have graduate

degrees. Clearly, parents enroll in PEP courses to enhance their parent-
.

frig knowledge and skills and become better parents. But the uncontrolled

factors of time, family obligations, and working schedule changes cause

more parents to drop out of PEP courses than anything else. Evaluation of 4

efforts is an area of noticeable weakness in PEPs. While informal measures

are common practice, lack of money, time and trained staff prevent more
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useful assessments: It is concluded then that the lack of evaluation in

PEPs may be a contributing factor in determining how effective their

efforts are,both short term and long range. As a result, this might

hamper efforts to maintain PEPs over 'ranger periods of time. The problem4

of father participation continues to plague PEPs but most deem such'parti-

cipation as Ding vital to effective parenting.

It is gerierally concluded then that PEPs, while existing in a variety

of forms withigthe region, still serve traditional clientele but show'

some evidence of a move toward serving families whose structures repre-

sent changing and emergilig.trends.

As akresult of these conclusions, the following recommendations are

offered:

1. that PEPs more. systematically identify and offer services for

family structures which vary from traditional forms;

2: that PEPs seek assistance in devising and implementing a more,

comprehensive evaluation of their activities;

.3. that PEPs develop more viable methods of offering services

which are sensitive to reasons which cause clients to drop

out of courses and in effect help reduce such reasons;

4. that PEPs build more of their activities around indications'

that parenti want to be better parents and further reduce the

deficit approach to parent education centered around their needing

to be better parents; a

5. that PEPs build more of a funding constituency which depends

less on federal sources for support gin the increasing insta-
1

bility at that level when compared to other; t.
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6. that CENTER (SEDL) staff cOnCluct`urther analyses of the sprvey

data to determine if there are causal factors contributing to

patterns especially among and between family types, racial groups,

income levels, employment patterns when e- amined according to

)
eac of thg sponsoring organizations and states in the region.

tit

. :

Parent e% ation programs hold much promise s a means of providing

assistance to those.who are involved with parenting roles. As such, these

programs need to be aware of the complexities of parenting as a process,

the extraneous factors impacting upon the process and, those involved,

the range of gram alternatives and activities which can enhance

the process,"the need to effectively assess what is or has occured so

that programs can increase their effectiveness, but esecirally to the. wais

13 in which family structures are changing which are accompanied by a different

set of issueso concerns, and needs. Thele types of awareness appear to be

generaTlyevident in PEPs for this region. However, they is room for

cunsiderably more awareness and action on the part of P s. It is,felt

that the findings from this effort will odntribute toward making the

+- awareness and action needed more a reality in the activities of PEPs and

thus the families of parents they serve.

4 4-*
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APPENDIk A

SOUTHWEST PARENT, EDUCATION RESOURCE CENTER

SOUTHWEST EDUCATIONALJDEVELORMENT LABORATORX
211 EAST SEVENTH STREET
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

Part I

The following list contains a series of statements aboutgeneral issues in

education, parent-teacher relations, teacher training programs, and Parent

Involvement Training. Parent Involvement Training (PIT) includes anv and J

all activities designed to prepare undergraduate students to work with

parents in their future roles as teachers.

Please indicate how much you agree or4disagree with aril of the following

statements by circling how you feel. We are,trying to get your opinion,'not

what you think your opinion should be.

HOW YOU gTUALUY FEEL

SA Strongly Agree
A Agree',

Disagree

SD Strongly Disagree

'HOW YOU ACTUALLY FEEL

1. Parents are usually cooperative with teachers. SA A D SD

,. 2. Public school teachers are underpaid. SA A D. SD

3. Parents usually know what is best for their

elementary school age children.

4, It is possible to train teachers to manage
the wide variety of student abilities
present in today's classroom.

,SA A
r
D SD

5. Problems in schools are more the fault of

parents than of teachers. SA A D SD

6. Most teachers see themselves as professionals. SA A D\ SD
.

4

7. Parent. participation in all school related

matters shouldbe increased. :SA A D SD

8. The general public has confidence in our
schools. SA A Q SD

9. Stronger efforts should be,made to include
parents on curriculum development boards. SA A D SD

10. Training teachers to work with parents
should not be'a priority for undergraduate
training. SA A D SD

NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.
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A 4.1 HOW YOU ACTUALLY FEEL

,11. Having parents help their children with
...-

homework is,a good idea. SA A D SD }.
1

12. If parents want to have more input into
.._,

educational policy and planning; they should \,
go to college and get a degree in education. SA A b OD

.
1 4-

13. It is the teacher's responsibility Ito get --,

,parents involved in education. - 4 SA A .0 SD

14.
4
Getting low income families interested in
their schools is an unrealistic goal.

15. Parent Involvement Trainig is important
enough to allocate undergraduate training
time to it. t

,- SA t. A D SD

16. Parents are being given t68 many rights over
matters that'are he concern of educators. SA A D SD '1/4,

t)

17. Parenting and family life are private
matters and not thelYWness of teachers.

i

SA ick D SD

) 18. Most teachers feel' uncomfortable with parents. SA A D SD
, 1

19. If more time were availtible, I would advocate
Parent Involverrlent Training in undergraduate
curriculum. SA A 0 SD

.1'

20. Teaching
.

is a respected profession. _ ., SA A D SD

..21. Teachers should be trained to teach; all
other schbol problems should be handled
by other professionals. SA A D SD

22. Teachers have enough to worry about without
'4

having to work with parents,Ntoo. SA A D SD

23. Most parents are too emotionally involved
with their children to listen objectively P

to feedback from teagiers (especially if
it is negative). ) 'SA A D SD

24. Parent I6volvementiXraining is another fad'
in education; it should not be taken too
seriously. i SA A Q SD

.

25, Parents are unwilling to take time for
. their children these days. SA A D SD

i

26. Teachers are havitig to absorb more and more
of.the'responsi,pilities that parents used to

, assume. , SA A , D D

SA A D SD

103
NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.



27. Mord parents would help children at home if
they knew what to do.

*28. Teacher education doffs not attract sharp,

motivated persons.

29. It is appropriate for leachers to confer
with parents about the child's home life.

30. Parent involvement in education is the
responsibility of the parent, not of the
teacher.

31. Teachers and other people in education are
responsible for many-of the problems with
youth 2nd children.

32. When given adequate information about their
children, parents can make rational decisions. SA A D SD

.33. Teachers need extra training to prepare
them for working with parents of different
cultural and ethnic backgrounds.

HOW YOU ACTUALLY, FEEL

SA A 0 S0

SA .A D SD

SA A D SD

SA A D SD

SA A .0 SD

34. Professors in Colleges of Education who teach
undergraduates are nottprepared to conduct a
course on parent involvement.

35. Presently, there is a shortage of materials
necessary for developing a course on Parent
Involvement Training.

36. The average parent does more harm thargood
by helping a child with 'school work: SA -A D SD

S. Teacher training Should follow other profes-
sional programs and become a five-year '

training sequence. S.A A 0 SD

38. 44ith few exceptions, paredts should alwayi
have the final word in educational decisions
affecting their children. i SA A 0 SD

39. Teachers have little impact on parent behavior. SA A D SD,

40. Working with parents requires specific training. SA A D SD

41. Lack of interest by college professors is a
significant barrier o Parent Involvement
Training for undergraduates. SA A D . SD:

42. Education is having problems because parents
are not doing their job.

9
SA A D SD

1 j

SA A D SD

SA A- D SD

SA A D SD

NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.



43. Developing a course on Parent Involvement
Training would require knowledge not
currently available in 55EETZTTeges of

HOW YOU ACTUALIIY FEEL

/,/

Education. . SA tA D SD

44. Teacher evaluation by parents is a'good idea.' SA A D SD

45. Parent Involvement.Training should be re-
quired for teachers as a continuing education
course after the first year of teaching.

) ,

SA A D SD

46.'Working Oith parents is a counselor's job. 'SA A D' so

Part II
f

Assume for a moment that Parent Involvement Training (PIT) has been mandated
for all'undergraduates in education. Given this as a requirement, please
respond to the following items, using the definitions from Part I:

-.0
4,

HOW YOU ACTUALLY'FEEL

1:- Incorporating PIT into an existing course
would be more than adequate'. / SA A D 'SD

2. PIT should be resentig as a core, "theory"
course.

, SA A D SD
. . ,

3. Student immaturity would prevent a PIT course
from being significantTy useful at any point
in training. f

, SA A D SD

4. PIT should be handled by another departments SA A 0 SD

5. Provitllihg a communicativi skills training or
human relations training would provide all '
that would be pertinent for PIT. SA A D SD

6. Systematic inservice on PIT should
be available for professors. SA A D SD

7. PIT should be handled by inservice training
for teachers. SA A D SD

.1
4,100
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Part III

f* How do you feel about sach-ofthefellow4Nways Paremttavolvement Training

could be presented in the undergraduate curriculum? Rate how important you

t, think each item is by circling the appropriate number on the five-point scare.

The lowest rating is 1 and the highest rating is 5.

. .

(V) _a. Requiring student in /olvement in a parent

orgabization.

b. Pairing student teachers with parent
volunteers. ,

c. Mandatory participation in parent-teacher
conferences.

d. Mandatory, home- visits while student teaching.

e. Required involveFent in a community organi-
zation where staent'teaching occurs.

%
___

f, Participation in role - plays, or other
,

laboratory exercises involving teachers
and parents.

g. Having field supervisor observe at least
two parent conferences leg by the student.

-

h. Bringing in a public school teacher as/a
speaker off parent-teacher relations.

1 i. Required' written family history of a child.

J. Bringing in a parent(s) to class as experts
in parent-teacher relations.

k. Interviewing a parent leader.

. 1. Having each student develop a personal
library for and about parents.

m. Having students evaluate parenting'materials
for content, topic, target groupfreading
level, etc.

Part kV

IMPORTANCE OF METHOD

Low High

1 2 3 ' t 5

1 2 3 4' 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5,

1 2 3 4 5

r

1 2 3 4 5

.

1

k

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
J .

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4' 5

i
1 2 3 4 .5

1 '2 3 4 5

\ ,,

1 2 3 4 5

Please review the preceding suggestions for Parent Involvement Training'and
quickly make a single ( if you have ever included that activity in any of
your corl.ege teaching,/ Please use the left-hand column for this.

20/
NEXT PAGE, ?CEASE.
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Part V

Input .into the decision-making process can come from several sources. For

schools, these can include: oentral office staff, state/federal agencies,
principals, students, parents, teachers, etc. Quite'often though, final
authority, for decisions is .the responsibility of one group or person. So,

participation in decision-making can occur at two levels:

1. providing input only

2. having final authorrty (which includes providing
input)

For the purposes of this survey, 15ARENTS, TEACHERS, and_ PRINCIPALS had,
been targeted as the major decision-making sources in/lOcal schools. With

this in mind, who do you think should have the right to (1) provi4e input
only or (2) have the final authority, regardin' the issues listed below.

DIRECTIONS: Please underline for input and ircle for final authority.

FOR EXAMPLE:

Parents

a. Handling individual learning problems% P

b. Handling individual learning problems. P

c, Handling individual learning problems. P

Teachers

T

Principal

PR

PR

DECISION-MAKING ISSUES DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECISION
.

.

Parents Teachers Principal
4

I

! 1. Ability grouping for instruction. P T PR

2. Homework assignments. P T PR

3. Classroom discipline methods. s P T ?R

4. Pupil evaluation. P T PR .

S. Teaching methods. P T PR

6. Selection of textbooks and other
c learning materials. P T Pk

\

7. Degree 1:4 emphasis on social skills
vs. cognitive skills. P T PR

8. Placement into Special Education. P T PR

C
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DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECISION

177- 7 7- ' parents Teachers Prtncipals

9. Emphasis in arts vs. basic skills. P T PR

10. Emphasis on science vs. social

studies. P T PR
//

11. Hiring/firing school staff. t.P PR

12. ProvideT career information. P 4 T 1
.

PR

13:" Sex role /sex, education instruction.
,p,

T PR

14. Emphasis on multicultural education. P T PR

15. Promotion and retention standards of
students. . P T PR

16.

,

Desegregation/integration plans. P T PR

11,. Rotation/assignment of teachers
within building.

,

P T

t,

PR

18. Family problems affecting student
performance. P 'T PR

19. Evaluation of school staff, P T PR

4

2'

I

ONLY A FEW MORE ITCMS -4 -4- -4



1

Please check (i) the appropriate response to the following information.

1. How many years have you taught at the col...lege level?

less than 1 year
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 or more years

2. How many years have you taught in pub lic (or private) schools?

less than 1 year

1-3 years .

. 4-6 years%

7-9 years
10 or more years

.

3. Prim4ry focus of your graduate training experiente:

Kincrarten/Pieschool
Ele ntary Education
Special Education
Curriculum and Instruction
Other, please tpecify

. .
.

4. Approximage enrollment of present institution where you are teaching.
A

Up to t,000 ,11t001-20,000

1,000- 5,000 20,001-30,000
5,001-10,001J 30,001-40,000
10,001-15,000 40,001 +

5. How much do Lou include parent-teacher relations as part of your leaching?

None
Very little, only if it comes up in class discussions
I usuallywdevote at least one ckass session to this topic
I teach a "module" on this topic as part of my course
I teach a course devoted to this 'topic
Other, please specify'

1.

6. Sex: Male Female

7. Which orthe.following are you.,

,American Indian
Mexican American
Black
Anglo

. Asian
. Other, please specify

2
1

I

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLWING THE'SURVEY.
/
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APPENDIX B-1

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE SAMPLE

(N = 575)

Survey Questions

J

1. How mapy years have you taught at the college level? (N= 567 responses)

15 less than 1 year

82 1-3 gears
TOT 4-6 years
106 7-9 years

257 10 or more years

2. How many years have you taught in public (or private) schools?

(N = 565 responses)

10 less'than 1 year
89 1-3 years

50 4-6,years
796-, 7-9 years
221) 10 or more years

hi
3. Primary Locus of your graduate training experience: (N = 568 responses)

47 Kindergarten/Preschool
I9 Elementary 8141cation

4 \

29 Special Education

K
4. Approximate enrollment of present institution where you are teach

(N = 566 responses)

27 Curriculum and Inttruction
1

107. Other, please specify: (largest single category: Education

Administration)

62 Up to 1,00Q

169 T,000-5,000
148 5,001-10;000
87 10,001-15,000

42 15,00'(-20,00

24 20,001-40,002 30;001-40,000
la 40,000 -I-

5. How much do you include parevit-teather relations as part of your

teaching? (N = 575 responses)

t

'1D None

160 Very little, only if it comes up in class discuosion,

211'. I usually devote at least one class session to this topic

84 I teach a "module" on this topic'as part of my course

24 I teach a course gevoted toithis topic

A8. Other, please specify: (largest single category: "Parent-Teacher"

integrated into all courses)

2U5



6.. Sex: 256 'Male 294 Female (N = 550 responses)

10. Which of the following are you:. (N = 56] responses)

10 American Indian
28 Mexican American

74 Black,

468 Anglo
2 Astan
9 Ohter, please specify: (1 Cuban, 2 Jews, several facetious

responses) 4,

-

*3,

4

.21 I n

.0"

p
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APPENDIX B-2

BREAKDQWN OF RESPONDENTS' CHARACTERISTICS
BY TATE

BREAKDOWN OF R

y
ENTS' COLLEGE TEACHING EXPERIENCE
BY STATE

,t1LCW)

Years Teaching College AR- LA, MS NM 'OK

Less than 1 year 1 5 2 1

1-3 years 12 5 10 6 8

4-6 years 9 9 12 8 10

7-9 yeari 8 10 17 6 10,

10+ years 27 37 18 16 29

Totals by State-
s

57. 66 ,57 38 58

TX Total

6 15

41 82

59 107

55 106

130 257

s.

291 567

BREAKDOWN OF RESPONDENTS' SCHOOL TEACHING EXPERIENCE

BY STATE

(N = 565)

Years Teaching School AR LA MS NM OK. TX Total

*Less than 1 year

1-3 years

4-6 years

7-9 years

10+ years

TOtals by State

1 2 -2 2 1

13 9 8 7 12

10 12 19 8 13

8 9' 8 7 9

25 33 20 14 23

57 65 57 . 38 58

2 'I:

2 10

40 ,89

88 150

54 95

106 221

290 565



c

NUMBEROF RESPONDENTS FROM EACH TRAINING AREA
-BY STATE

= 560 -

Area of Graduate' Training LA MS NM OK TX Total

Kindergarten, PrEschool 8 10 2 3 5 19 47

Elementary Eiducation 23 .26 24 8 21 89 191

Special Education 2 8 4 2. 3 10 29
IF

Curricalum and Instruction . 17 17 17 17 20 113 201

(Other) A. .8 5 10, 8 9 60 100

Totals by State 58 66, 57 38 58 291 568

,ENROLLMENT *SIZE OF RESPONDENTS' COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES
BY STATE
(N = 566)

Estimated EnrciA-Iment AR LA MS NM OK TX Total,

Up to 1,000 14 7 6 3 3 29 62

1,001 - SAO 15 16 20 17 34 67 169t
,

A, 5,001 t lo,00p 22 27 4 3 11 81 148

10,001 - 15,000 3 11 23 9 5 37 , 88

15,001 - 20,000 4 3 3 1 1 30 a

20,001 - 30,000 - 2 - 5 4 iii. 24

30,001 - 40,000 - - - - - 21 21
.

40,001+ - - - - - 12 12

Totals by State , 58 66 56 38 58 290 6

2'33 "



C

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO INCLUDE PARENT- TEACHER

TX Total

RELATIONS IN THEIR TEACHING .

OK

BY STATE
(11/47B70,

Ampunt of Parent-
Teacher Included AR LA MS NM

None 1 \- 3 2 1 12 19

Very Little 11 23 18 9 17 82 160

At Least One class 24 22 17 14 20 114 211

A Module'
,

12 12 11 2 12 35 84

A Course 3 2 3 5 4 7 24

(Other) 7 11 7 6 5 42 78

Totals by Stat( 58 70 59 38 59 292 576

41

NUMBER OF MALE AND FEMALE RESPONDENTS
BY STATE

WiTW:))

Sex of Respondents AR LA MS NM OK TX Total
tct 4 I

Male 20 24 24 lV 27 143 256

Female 36 40 31 17 27 143 , 294

.e
Totals by State 56 64 55 35 54 286 550

22j



BREAKDOWN OF ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS
BYSTATE ,

,

- :

op(N . 552)

Ethnic Background AR LA MS NM OK TX Total

Anglo
).

45 56 51 28 50,, 238 .., 468'

Black 10 8 5 , - 4 17
.

44

Hispanic - 6 22 28
. ,

American Indian 2 - 2 6 10

.
Asian 1 1 2

Totals by State 57 64 56 37 54 284 552

0.

ImmmrsmrNpr..0

c

41,

219
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APPE(NDIk C-1,

PART I ITEMS LOADING ON 3 PRINCIPAL FACTORS
. 7,

FAOOR I

5. Problems in schools are more thelault of parents than of teachers.

16. Parents are being given too many Fights over matters that are the;
concern of educators.

23. Most parents are too emotionally involved with their children to
listen objectively to feedback from teachers (especially if it is

negative).
16,

25. Parents are unwilling to take time for their children these days.

42. Education is having problems because parents are not doing their job.

FACTOR II

17. Parenting and family life are qvate Tters and not the business

of teachers.

21.) Teachers.should be trained to teach; all other school problems should

be handled by other professionals.
. #

22. Teachers have enough to worry about without ha'Ving to work with
i

parents, too.
.

.

30. Parent involvement in education is the responsibility of the parent,

notof the teacher. . .
f

. ..

.

r

. 10. Training teachers to work with parents should not be a

priority for undergraduate training,

13. It is the teacher's responsibility to get parents involved
in education. 4F

14. Getting low income families-interested in their schools is

an unrealistic goal.,
..

15.' Parent Involvement'Trajning is important enough to allocate
undergraduate training time to it.

&

,

2 1 r--

E.
4
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FACTOR III

10. .Training teachers to work with parents should List be priority for

undergraduate

15. Parent Involvement Training is important enough to allpcate under-
graduate training time to it.

19. If more time were dvailable, I would advocate Parent Involvement
Training in undergraduate curriculum.

3a. Teachers need extra training to prepare them for working with
parents of different cultural and ethnic backgrounds.

40. Working with parents requires speciftp training.

24. Parent Involvement Training is.another fad in education;

It should not be taken too seriously.

J

A



APPENDIX C-2

MEAN .RATINGS PER ITEM IN PART .I*

Item Mean Rating

1. Parents are usually cooperative with teachers.

2. Public school teachers are underpaid.

3. Parents usually know what is best for their

elementary school age children.

4. It is possible to train teachers to manage
the wide variety of student abilities
present in today's classroom.

S. 'Problems in schools are more the fault of
parents than of teachers.

1,

J.90,

1.44

\n-S

2.47

1.80"

2.61

6. Most teachers see themselves as professionals. 2.17

7. Parent participation in all school related

matters should be increased. 1.72

8. The general public has confidence in our

`schools. f 2.6"

9. Stronger efforts should be made to include

parents on curriculum development boards. 2.01

10. Training teachers to w ork with parents ,11)
should not be a priority for undergraduate

training. 3.11

11.. Having parents help their children with
homework'is a good idea. 2.06

1_

12, If parents want to have more input into
educational policy and planning, they should 1.

3.34go to college and get a degree,in education.

13. It is the teacher's responsibility ,to get
parents involved in education. 2.34

14. Getting low income families interested in
their schools is an unrealistiC goal.

15. Parent Involvement Training is importanl

enough to allocate undergraduate training
time to it.

21.)

*1 . strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 . strongly disagree.

3.18 '

r 1.93



Item Mean Rating
11.

16. Parents are bqing given too many rights over
matters that'are'the concern of educators.

17. Parenting and family life are private
matters and not the business of teachers.

18. Most teachers feel uncomfortable with parents.

19. If more time were apilable, I would alrcate
Parent Involvement itaining in undergraduate
curriculum.

20. Teachfng is a respected profession.

21. 'Teachers shoUld be trained to teach; all
other school 15roblems should be handled
by other professionals.

22. Teachers have enough to worry about without
having to work with parents, too.

23. Most parent are too emotionally involved
with their children to listen objectively
to-feedback from teachers (especially if
it is negative).

24. Parent ,Involvement Training is another fad
in education; it should not be taken too
seriously.

25. Parents are unwilling to take time for
their children these days.

2791

2.93

2.44.

1.84

2.23

3.06

3.22

2.74

3.15

2.77

26. Teachers are having to absorb more and more
of the responsibilities that parents used to
assume. 1.97

27. More parents would help children at home if
they knew what to do. 1.89

28. Teacher education'does not attract sharp,
n?otivated persons. 2.85

Z9. It is appropriate for teachers to confer
with parents about the chlld's home life. 1.87

30. Parent involvement in education is the
responsibility of the parent, not of the
teacher. 2.85

31. Teithers and other people in education are
responsible for many of the problems with
youth and children.

214
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Item

32. Whin given adequate informatfon about their
children, ,parents cal] make rational decisions.

33. Teachers'need extra training to prepare them
for working with parents of different
cultural and ethnic backgrounds.

34. Professors,in Colleges of Eduction ho teaCh
undvarrduates are not prepared to conduct a
course on parent involvement.

35. Presently, there is a shortage of materials
necessary for developing a course on Parent

Involvement Training.

36. The ave'r'age parent does more harm than Jgod

by helping a child with school work.

37. Teacher training plould follow other profes-
sional programs and become a five-year
training sequence.

38. With few exceptionsecparents should always
have the final word iflreducational decisions
affecting their children. I

rt

039. Teachers have little impact on parent behavior.

40. Working with parents requires training.

41.\ Lack of interest by college professors is a
significant barrier to Parent Idolvement
Training for undergraduates.

42. Education is having problems because parents
are not doring their job.

43. Developing a course on Parent Involvement
Training would require knowledge not
currently available in most Colleges of
Education:

44. Teacher evaluation by parents.is a good idea.

45. P6rent Involvement Training should be required
for teachers as a continuing education course
after thefirst year of teaching.

Mean Rat ng

1.98

1.73

2.60

2.45

3.02

2.11

2.56

12.77

2.18

2.58

2.50

2.65

2.53

2.24

46. Working with parents is counselor's job. 2.87

215

7

A

ti



APPENDIX C-3

Differences'in the Ratings* of Part I
Items 1-46 Related to the Amount of Parent-Teacher Relations Taught

(p < .05)

Item Mean None Little Class Module Course Other
.
.

. 5
.

2.61 2.58 2.51 T 2.76 2.95 2.72

9 2.01 2.16 2.11 2.08 1.77 1.95 1.87', *

10 3.11' 2.63 2.86 3.15 3.35 3.50 3.24

'13 2.34 2.63 2.54 200 2.30 2.05 2.06

15 '1.93 2.37 2.12 1.91 1.67 1.55 1.86

16 2.91 2.63 2.84 2.86 2.96 3.14 3.09

17 2.92 2.53 2.82 2.92 3.05 3.05 3.05

19 1.84 2.11 1.97 1.79 1.67 1.59 1.87

22 3.22 2.95 3.10 3.20 3.39 3.32 3.35

23 2.75 2.74. 2.62 2.72 2.83 2.86 2.94

24 3.15 s4 2584 3.03 3.15 3.27
/

3.45.,.
/

3.29

25 2.77 2.63 2.67 2.74 2.90 3.05 2.83

27 1.89
.

2.00 1.97 '1.91
.

1.80 1.95 1.76

28 2.84 2.68 2.72 2.83 3.08 3.09 2.82

29 1.86 2.05 1.95 1.81 1.75 1.77 1.92

4

3Q 2.84 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.99 3.14 3.95

34 2.58 1.95 2.37 , 2.65 2.82 Z.59 2.71

35 2.45 2.16 2.27 2.42 2.69 2.59 2.68

2.77 2.21 2.6439 2.75 3.06 2.82 2.92
41

42 2.51 2.58 2.40 2.43
\

2.76 2.32 2.68

43 2.65 2.47 2.55 2.61 2.80 3400 2.76

45 2.24 2.47 2.32 2.1 2.23 1.91 2.41

46 2.87 2.74 2.73 2.96 2.88 3.00 2.92

*1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree

21
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APPENDI1ES\

FOR,

AREA FOCUS NO APPENDIX A

P*ERSONAL CONSTRUCT THEORY

Personal Construct Theory

Cognitive structural variables will be presented as an important

consideration in studxingilluman behavior. Theory suggests that a person's

Aencounters with the world about him are mediated by the operation of

cognitive structures, which are referred to as personal constructs by

George Kelly (Kelly, 1963; Bannister and Hair, 1968). Personal constructs,

according.to Kelly, are personal inventions which reflect an individual's

unique representation of the world, a world he has created. They structure

an individual 's social world by processing information about specific

social stimuli and then lead the individual towards particular social or

clinical judgments regarding that stimuli. Simply put, cognitive

structures guide individuals in theory unique interpretation of actual

events. Intuitively, it appears that a study of human behavior could be

framed as a study of individual cognitive ructures.

Much of the theoretical framework perti ent to this study is derived

from the work of George Kelly's theory of perso constructs. Related

theoretical positiOns include O. 3. Harve4's (1966) work on belief systems,

-All port' s (1937) ideas about individual trait systems, and Murray' s (1938)

need system.*.These theoretists all perceive man to be an active organism

that approaches his environment with unique perceptual filters which lead

him towards certain responses and -away from others. Perceptual filters are
^t)

controlled by an individual 's cognitive structures and the organization of

those structures. Whethp/the cognitive structures are called belief
r.

systems, trait systems, or a need system, all are hypothesizild to mediate

between man and his environment.

2°9



Ste

Personal constructs faction as the lenses through which individuals

experience the world, biasing our perception Of reality. Figuratively

speaking, one can be near-sighted or far-sighted depending upon the

elaboration and complexity of the personal constructs

//

with which one views

the world. The structures as well as their organization, are important

points of consideration. Personal constructs are hierarchical in nature,

sane are large, superordinate structures where others are small,

subordinate components of others. Any single constructs is_likely to be

shared with other adjacent or related constructs,. constructs which are

superordinate in one instance may 6e concomitantly subordiante to a

..

different set of constructs. Large, superordinate constructs provide an

important foundation for small constructs, making them more integral and

therefore, more stable than the latter. Consequently, superordinate

.A constructs are enmeshed in the psychology of an individual; they are the

background against which other constructs are created and behaviors
t

developed to "test" than. '

Personal cosntructs are internalized notions about' reality where

,.., behaviors are external manifestations of internal conditions. Behaviors

contribute to the process of construction by testing-out personal
.2.,

constructs. As such; every behavior is a mini-experiment in the

reliability and validity of internal constructs. As behaviors test the

constructs, individuals have an opportunity to confirm, expand or reject

their personal inventions about the world. Behaviors have no meaning .

without the constructs from which they originated. Consequently, under-
.

standing human behavior in its totality requires the identificationvf

personal constructs as well as behaviors. Additionally, designing

interventions for change in individual behavior would be significantly

9
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enhance addressing the supporting constructs rather than the

1'

manifestation of them.

Personal constructs come,in many sizes and shapes,'cover4ng many

topics of
iIP

varying degrees of personal importance. For the purposes of this

research, all the malpr premises of personal constructs are being applied

to what will be called a complex construct of child rearing. Complex

constructs are an application of the personal construct paradigm where the

beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviors of an individual, regarding a

particular topic, are theorized to be hierarchical in nature, mutually

supportive and internally consistent enough to produce a model

representative of that construct. For example, the beliefs, values and

attitudes of parents relevant to child rearing should produce a model of

parent-child socialization that is enacted by pare behaviors. Beliefs,

values and attitudes are different types and levels of influences affecting

,parenting behavior. An important concern of this study is to isolate these

different influences, measure their interrelationships, and begin to

develop folk models (complex constructs)-of parent-child socialization.

Personal Constructs: Assumptions and Examples

The following is a list of basic assumptions drawn from the work of

George Kelly (see Bannister and Hair, 1968) which are pertinent to the

theoretical premises of the study on influences on child rearing, Area

Q,

Focus Two. Each premise will be followed by a single explanatory note

describing its relevancy for this study.

AssumptiOn 1: That man is an active participant in his environment.

Explanatory Note: Parents do not passively accept the

"father" role or the "mother" role. Instead they actively

create their unique version of what their individual parent

,roles should be.

200Ay #9.
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Assumption 2: Individuals make unique interpretations of actual events.

These interpretations have an inner reality that can become

integral to the individual over time.

Explanatory Note: As individuals interpret their environ-

ment they develop beliefs, values and attitudes that carry

significant influence in future interpretations of events.

Over time these beliefs and values will become core to an

indiv-ilual's psyche. It is hypothesized that beliefs and -

values relevant to child rearing will have significant

influences on parents and parent behavior as revealed

through self-report measures of parent behavior,

Assumption 3: Any single event is subject to as many interpretations as

X

there,are witnesses. Although individual experiences of a

4de
single event will never be exactly the same, they May be

I

similar.
4

Explanatory Note:,, Individual parents will react differently,

to individual chil 's behav . Behavior one parent will

label obnoxious, another might label creative. litterms of

this research, what influences these parents to view the

same behavior so differently? To what extentAm-ene pre- a

dict parent differences based on descriptions of cognitive.

structures?

Assumption 4: Personal constructs.are.the accumulated interpretations of

events, which tend to become More or less integrated over

time These personal constructs act as a set of goggles

through which individuals "see" their world. ,As individuals

make new interpretations they may adjust their lenses to

2° tel9
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provide a better approximation to their most current view

of reality.

Explanatory Note: First time parents may have many inter-
/

pretations of their environment that lead them to anticipate

and enact their parent role in a particular manner. Actual

experience as parents may lead to new interpretations of the

specific event called parenting forcing them to view that
.

reality differently. As they have a second child, their

experiences wih the first child are likely to have changed

their view of reality in some ways, leading them to behave

differently, as parents with a newborn.

Assumption 5: Constructs are characteristically hierarchical with some

constructs being more important than others. There can be
-...

single constructs or clusters of interrelated constructs.

An organized cluster of constructs is more stable (resistant

to change) than single constituent constructs. Single

constructs are too "weak" to make a noticeable difference 10

. .

a person's attempts to anticipate future events.

ExplanatOry Note: Par ,ents have many beliefs and values,

)
some of which are more important than others. The most

important values should have the strongest influence on
No,

parenting behavior. Clusters of beliefs, values and

attitudes support one another increasing their personal,

internal Validity. 'As these interrelated constructs become
.

..

further entrenched in an individual's personal make-up,

numerous reality testings (behavioral testings) are required

to invalidate them. Individual behaviors would be examples

224
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of single constructs that have little meaning by them-

selves.

Assumption 6; A person's constructs, or his representation of the world,i

impose certain limits on how new experiences will be

approached, although growth and change can occur if an

individual chooses to define or extend a persona construct

system. Interpretations which define constructs simply

provide clearer sight of what was already knorn, where

extending a coRstruct challenges one to create unexplored

possibilities.

Explanatory Note:, Parent education is one avenue through

17'N
which parents can define and extend their personal

constructs regarding child rearing. A parent may be using

parenting techniques without knowing why or whether all of

their behaviors were mutually compatible or resourceful.

Through parent education new information about the under-

lying premises of different parenting techniques may provoke

them to try a different approach (extend their construct) or

use a technique more consistently (define their construct).

Assumption 7; As persons define and extend their construction, their total

arrangement of constructs will change to accommodate thik new

information. An individual's amount of experience is equiv-

alent to the number of revised constructions rather than .the

actual number of experienced events. Again, importance is

placed on the interpretations of events, not the events

themselves. 11,

2
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Explanatory Note: According to this a umption, a mother of

seven children could have less informatio and understanding

about child development, parenting, individual differences,

etc. than a mother of only one child, if the former used the

sane set of constructs to interpret the behaviors of all

seven children. The mother of one may have revised and

extended her set.of constructs many times, making her the

more "experienced" mother.

Assumption 8. Perions use a variety of personal constructs, .Some of which

may be inferentially incompatible with one another; not

every construct will logically imply the other., Certain

incompatibilities may be more apparent than real and in

other instances people may not be aware of blind spots and

contradictions within their own set, of constructions.

Explanatory Note: Parent superordinate constructions may

be love and training which could,include subsystems of

hugging, kissing, spanking, or ignoring. These ar\

differences' that are more apparent than real. An example

of "blind spots" might be a pareht who values obedience

and respect from his children and uses corporal punishment

to i Ostil 1 these ,values in his children. By identi fyi ng

the values and discussing different parent techniques,

a parent may observe a contradiction or conflict in the

values and the techniques he/she used to accomplish than.'

This observed contradiction could motivate the person to

change his/her behavior. Connecting with the superordinate

construct (values) should provide a meaningful base from

20 U0'4,



which parents can understand their behavior and make

choices about it.

Assumption One individual may impose a construction of experience
4

similar to that imposed by another. To the extent this is

true, the two individuals have similar psychological pro-

cesses. it is not important that they have experienced

the sane events, rather that they have made similar

conclusions regarding similar events.

Explanatory Note: It is probable that parents can be

clustered together according to their personal constructs

regarding parenting. Similar parents can be said to have

similar models of parent-child socialization. Identifying

the cluster of constructs relevant to child rearing should

lead to identification of parent-child socialization models.

Assumption 10. To the extent that a person anticipates (invents) the inter-

nal construction processes of another, he may play a role in

a social process involving another. Persons respond to one

another in a manner consistent with their personal construc-

tions of one another.

Explanatory Note: Adults with children enact their parent

roles according to their personal construct(s) of a child.

Parental expectatfons of their children will originate in

their construct of "child" which, in this study, is hypothe-

.. sized to originate intheir beliefs about the nature of the

child. A parent who believes the nature of the child is

"wild and untamed° is likely to interpret a child's behavior

differently than a parent who believes the nature of the

child is "love and innocencel



Assumption 11: A person can be understood to the extent that his system of

constructs for ordering and anticipating evens is under-

stood.

Explanatory Note: For the purposes of this study, it is

suggested that a parent's model for parent-child socializa-

tion can be best unddrstood in te.rms of those constructs

pertinent to that model. In this study, parent systems of

constructs for ordering and anticipating future events have

been identified as the interrelationship of specific

beliefs, values, and attitudes relevant'to their role as

parents. These constructs should lead to the description

of folk models of parent-child socialization, complex

.
constructs through which parenting behaviors are perceived,

interpreted and tested out.

Assumption 12: Definer tn the above tanner, personal constructs are not

qualifying, "optional" information to supplement our appre:

ciation of observable behavior. Behavior, then, is testing-

out of personal constructs, and therefore understood only

'in the perspective of its context of constructions.

Explanatory Note: Studies limited to observing parent

behavior may lack a necessary context for interpreting

those behaviors. In terms of Orent education; inter-
.

ventions designed to focus only on behaviors ray not be as

effective as interventions which identify the personal con-

structs being tested by the behaviors. Interventions

focused on the complete gestalt of constructs and behaviors

should be more effective because of the enhanced meaning of

the intervention to the individual.

2:23



APPENDIX B

Profile of a Person

Beliefs

, -
..-

.
.

, Values
/ .

I

This drawing is a simple representation of the hypothetical components

of an indvidual's personal make -up. It suggests that an individual con.
7

sists of beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviors. Beliefs and values are

high order inferences about the world; they are superordinate constructs

which provide the necessary support for all other subconstructs. The

dotted lines'separating them indicate the intimate relationship between

values and beliefs and the integral role they play in an indvidual 's

---
personal make-up. In this sense they are structural components, suggesting`

they are a part of the very fiber of an individual. This characteristic of

22
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beliefs and values makes then less vulnerable to influence from outside

sources. As in the drawing, beliefs and values are literally inside the

person, well insulated by external inputs.

If beliefs and values are structural (integral to an indivdival's

internal organi4Ition), attitudes and behaviors are functional. They are

important to the internal organization, but not as substantively as the

former. Attitudes and behaviors functionally support beliefs and values,

so although they are peripheral to the individual system as a whole, they

are important subcomponents of beliefs and values. Attitudes and behaviors

are a visible translation ofseliefs and values. There are many more

attitudes and behaviors than there are beliefs and values.

Complex Constructs

----Complex Construct;
Child Rearing

Single constructs can exist within levels (e.g., a values construct, a

belief construct, etc.) or in combination with other constructs across

levels. .Total cross sections of beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviors

would represent a complex construct; an individual's psyche has many

complex 'constructs. The complex construct which is the focus of this study

is child rearing.
J
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ARENFOCUS TWO

APPENDIX C

The following is a series of individual profiles
of respondents' factor scores on (1) Beliefs about
the Nature of People, (2) Beliefs about the Ndture
of Children, (3) 'Values Parents Have for ThemSelves,
.and (4) Values Parents Have for Their Children.
Profiles are provided for each of the subjects
interviewed; profiles are superimposed on the profile
of the group mean for visual comparisons. Four of
the profiles are accompanied by small case studies
of the interviewed parents. These case studies
are provided as a descriptive narrative of a-partic-
ular model as those respondents appeared to be the'
best examples of some particular parent model.
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Model 1: Authoritarian Parent (CU)
J

V

Cameron's interview was the most difficult interview to make sense

of. She was not as relaxed as other parents, although she tried to appear

relaxed. Her house and yard were very neat; her house was extremely tidy

and "perfect" looking, although the furnishings and neighborhood were

middle income. She had several characteristics that made her stand out

when compared with the other parents interviewed. She was considerably

more dramatic in her responses, using more affect and intonation. Her

first response to many of the vignettes was an exclamatory, "Oh my good-

ness, well dear me, what would I do in that situation..." She was also

the only parent to make any patronizing remarks about children stating

that she just didn't know what to do with then (children) at that age"

or referring to some child behavior with, "that's so typical, you know."

She was also one of the few parents to talk "baby talk" with her children

in front of the interviewer. Cameron's children are twins and three years

old.

Cameron's response to the six year old daughter not wanting her parents

to leave for theivening is the most abrupt response of any of the parents.

She would "go right On out the door, and otherwise do nothing, except

mention that T was sorry she was so upset." Where other p'apnts expressed

oncern about reassuring the child, Cameron seemed more concerned about

g the child "manipulate" her. In her slightly dramatic tone she

stated that the child was probably jealous of the parent's time together

sand the thoughti and feelings of the parents during the brief encounter

were that, "Daddy is frustrated with the whole situation and the mother
1r

'44
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is coping, trying to smooth everything over for everyone."

There were two vignettes in which Cameron expressed strong anger

and resentment at the child for having put her in a situation she

apparently disliked. The responses to, these two vignette' demonstrate

one of the ways in which parents take the child's behaviors personally,

or become so immersed in.themselves they don't attend to what's happening

with the child. Her response to the second grader who wasn't bringing

home= the notes from the teacher (Story 7) was the first example of this.,
44,

She said she would get her to communicate and "try to make her see how

her actions affected others, like her mother, and made her parents look

bad." She said'hayjpg outsiders involved in family problems is one of

4:065

the "worst" dings that-Could happen to her. She reiterated how angry

she would be and said she would probably tell her daughter, she was

upset that I couldn't talk to you now. Go to your room and we can

both be thinking aboutilt,, but I Just,can't talk to you now." She then

made the aside that "the silent treatment is so good." Her response to

the six year old daughter who had been in a fight at school was equally

exclamatory: "If you want to get in fights ith people, Just don't get

me involved and handle it yourself. Don't r ly on me to pull you oat."

She reasonedthat the child needed to learn to suffer the consequences of

pis/her on actions. She said she would feel "extreme embarrassment" in

a situation like this.

Cameron was also the only parent to bring up the'issue of trust

between parent and child directly. kresponding to the vignette about

the children being under the bedclothes without clothes on (Story 4),
O

foe'leight year olds, the said, "Get your clothes on! If I can't trust

/-



you to play alone you can't do it." She said all of this and then
4

expressed how important it was'not to scare,the children. The trust

issue was threatened again in Story 1 where the three year old was

coloring on the walls. She had two reasons for her response to the story;

(1) the importance of the child being responsible for his /her actions,

and (2) the ,peed to communicate that she could not trust him with crayons.

None of the otbinaarents interviewed ever brought up the issue of trust

with their child or the children in the vignettes.

In spite of the-many examples of the seemingly "terse" or abrupt

side to Cameron, other responses seem very contradicting. The interviewer

was most struck by some of the responses on the sentence completion and

the profile of facton\scores. On the sentence completion task Cameron

emphasized what a "fun" parent she was, that the most important thing to

her and her child:L is having "fun," and that she and her children always

have "fun." Although this is an obvious interpretation by the interviewer,

her responses appear to be an effort to convince herself and others of

something that may not be the case.. In the interview she did not project

the kind of relaxed, fun parent who said that when she spanks her children

she uses a wooden spoon- Otheraparents were likely to feel guilt or "hurt"

when they spanked their children.

Cameron's individual profile of factor scores is another seeming

contradiction in the data. Her profile suggests very strong positive

beliefs as well as high sets of values in the social-emotional doMains.

Her responses to the vignettes do not consistently support what is suggested

by the profile. The interviewer felt Cameron was more controlled than

other parents interviewed, more affected, and more inclined to give "patent"

answers.

1.

2



,/

Although the profile of individual factors suggest a kind of exuberance

similar to the profile of the Model 5, romantic parent, CamerOn's responses

on the surveys of beliefs and values may be more of an overreaction and

an attempt to project an image which seems more viable than the one which

is actually true for her.

4

4
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Model 4: The Confused Parent (JW)

The only male interviewed happened to be the parent most like a Mpdel 4,

or confused parent. Jim is in his mid-thirties and the sole owner of two

related companies. .He and th ?interviewer were good friends,po establish-

ing rapport was not an issue. The interview occurred in his office after

Thanksgiving, Jim had rearranged his busipess schedule and his personal

schedule to be available for the interview. His office was extremely com-

fortable with natural wildlife pictures, antiques, and warm earth tones. His

desk was free of papers, his whole presence suggested neatness. and efficiency.

Jim was alternately concerned about a child's "self-image" and the

supporting need for "parental love, support, and caring," and his children

being instilled with the "work ethic" and the "long term ramifications of

understanding the importance of doing quality work." Jim admitted that one'

of his problems was his high expectations for people--always wanting them

to perform at d100%" of their potential. Because he pushes himself to his

maximulp potential, he has difficulty understanding others who may not, or at

least may not from his perspective. Through his own admission Jim may *ye

4

unrealistic expectations for his children, while at the same time he is very

concerned about their self-image and the negative effects of his criticism of

them when they fail to meet the expectations.

Jim also appears to'be confused about how much and what kind of deci-

sion-making responsibilityoto give his children. He was willing to let his

ten year old daughter (Story 2) decide whether or not to go to school and

take a math test, addressing the need flaLlrildividual responsibility at that

age, but he was not willing to let his 12 year old son (Story 5) choose not

1
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to play in a championship fot...011 game. He also had a.very difficult time

deciding how much freedom and control he would give his 15 year old daughter

(Story 9) who wanted, to go walk around at theloCal mall, a kind of local

hang-out. He expressed strong concern about not feeling comfortable with

that situation and wanting to protect his daughter from getting into

difficult situation. He was concerned about theie being too many options or

difficult choices that she might have to make. So, although individual

responsibility is important to this parent, there does not appear to be a

consistent pattern in which the child can assume that responsibility

Jim seems more concerned about controlling his emotional reactiv ess

than any other parent interviewed. His first response4p Story 6 was "force

calm to prevail." In Story 7 he verbally reminded himself of the importance

of Ling "real calm and supportive" and the iTOtrtance of giving a lot of

support to a, second grader. In this same line, Jim was more likely to see

a problem in a vignette as "serious" and consider the need for professional

consultation, i.e., parent-child counseling. He was particularly reactive

to the two vignettes QA sex-related issues between parent and child. He had

considerable difficulty responding to these situations, stating that he had

a "real problem" with that kind of "stuff" and that he had.not come to grips

with how he would handle that as a father. The information suggests again

that the child may be experiencing a confusing communicatiom from a parent

who is struggling to control their emotions and appear calm while it is

aPparent they are, in fact; feeling very emVional.

One of the ways in which Jim appears to deal with his highly emotional

reactiveness is by relying on a lot of structure and organization around the

house. He explained discipline in terms of rules and consequences. He

241



tended to respond to the vignettes in'te6a of referring back to implementing_

orerestablished consequences for certain behaviors and reminders about house

rules, but .when he was confused or uncomfortable he would fall back on a

parental response of "counseling with the child," "chveling with the

mother," or "getting counseling from a professional." So, even in his style

of discipline, there appears to be confusion in methods moving from a com-

pletely personal style of intervention (communication) to a very impersonal
/

style (ho6se rules).

Finally, Jim's profile of factor scores on beliefs and values is

interesting to consider. He is the only parent to consistently rate instru-

mental-related values higher than social-emotional related values. His own

score on instrumental values was considerably greater than any other parent's

score who was interviewed. This suggests the kind of confusion Jim appears

tg be experiencing. From all of the information available about Jim, he seems

Istrongly invested in a rational-objective world-view, but parts of the inter-

view also reflected a strong investment in more affective-personal concerns

regarding the parent-child relationship and the child's self-concept. He

doesn't seem'to have reconciled the differences in these two sides of himself.

Again, he seems like a recycled Model 1, authoritative parent, attempting to

incorporate a more contempbrary, child-centered perspective.

.'
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Model 5: -The Romantic Parent (BM)
A

Barbara is the parent who most fits a Model 5, romantic parent.

Barbara seemed comfortable with being interviewed from the moment the

interviewer arrived. She was pleasant and very interested ln 'partici-

pating in the study; unlike other parents, she was not cautious or even

a little suspicious about the pulipse of the study. The home was com-

fortable; there was a slight sense of dotter and th4furnishings were

all old and somewhat worn. There were children's things and adults'

things throughout the living area; there were many plants, two cats and

a dog, and an aquarium. The house looked and felt very "lived in." Barbara

explained early in the interview that she and her husbandhad always lived

with barely'enough money to pay the bilis and have some little bit of out-

side entertainment. Although she has a Master's degree, she and her

husband feel like money is not important ih putting quality into their lives,

and she has chosen to stay at home to take care of the children rather than

wort: This lack of ph sis placed on money ,may'be reflected in the very

low factor scores on instimental values,.as shown in her profile. Rar hara

had a greater dillference between factor scores on personal development and

instrumental values than any other subject_interviewed. Her husband is a

social service provider working for the State, whoiasifigle income places

4.

the family income just above the poverty level, according to Barbara. Their

tight budget required them to use only one heater in the house. It was

'-

necessary for the interviewer to wear her coat for the entire interview. .

Barbara reported strong bellefs, about the goodness, of children in

the interview. She descrigd some of the differences between chitdren and

P

1*
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people in terms of children's perceptions, saying, "They are.more able to,

mix the present, past, and future in fantasy. They also ve no concept of
1114

ttlne and they are imminently human and huMane. Children ouldn't willfully

cause pain to.another unless they themselves are maltreated." ..

% te
She

I"

said that children
.
are born with natural compassion and friendliness,

.

., is

that the/ desire to hurt is
,

not in children. She described personality as

v,

the "tune of our soul," that it is present before birth as demonstrated by
.4

w 4
her daughter, Monica, who literally "danc through the pregnancy." She

feels that parents can have a "severe negative impact" on a child's personality,

that they can be'"stifling, restricting, and shr,veling"to the child. She

*1' feels the most positive thing a parent can do is to let the child "be" and to

t
simply provide a Surturing environment in which the children can'grow. She

stated that "75 %" of the child's personality is present at birth with the

rest shaped by parents andthe environment. These proportions changed when

discussing a child in the neighborhood who has a lot of problems. In this

case, she felt like "50%" had4been caused by the parents. There is an implicit

double standard which suggests that obildren who are good are born'that way

.and children who are not are raised that way. She caught herself in the con:

Sto tradiction, but could not resolve it. This apparently strong set of beliefs

," is suggested by her profile of factor scores on beliefs about the nature of

children. Her scores on Factors 1, 2, and 4 are noticeably higher than

their mean. Barbara's scores on Factors 1-2 are the highest of any subject

int6r41110.j

4 Barbara defines discipline as providing structure for the purpose of

helping a child grow up to be ali&al and happy person. She tries to avoid

punitive forms of discipline by structuring the hole and family life around

2 A "t U
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the children, i.e.porshe has made the house as "child proof" as possible to

avoid having to tell the children not to touch something. She also uses

Oftraction a lot, discusses consequences of certain actions with the chil-

dren and-when possible lets them feel the natural consequences. She also.

talks to her husband abut different ways to discipline and stated that "there

is always a second chance if you do it wrong." On the other side of discipline, -

I

Barbara rarely uses "rewards" as a form of positive discipline, feeling they

are a kind of bribe.

Barbara's responses to the vignettes represented her parenting style as

very warm, open to the child's feelings.' There was a sense of acceptance of

ttie child, but not an indulgence. For example, on Story 2 Barbara's response

to the 10 year old not wanting to go to school because of a math test, em-

phasized the need to comfort the child and acknowledge the upset over the test,

but ended with the reality of her having to go to school and just do the best

she could. Barbara also stressed the importance of touching the child in

some way, to have physical contact when talking to hff. She felt she needed
%

to provide the closeness and the security of love and acceptance to the child,

while also helping the child to learn that "you can't avoid things." This

kind of warmth and support for the child was also suggested by Barbara's
MI6

do-
respOnse to her 15 year old daughter wanting to go the the mall (Story 9).

}She stressed the importance of being very oen with her daughter about her

'fears as a parent and her inability to keep her daughter out of trouble, and

the fact that she must trust that her daughter will make her own decisions

that will keep her out of, trouble.

Several of the vignettes also demonstrate how Barbara responds to situ-

ations in which her values might be challenged. Although there is a clear

2A -1
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direction and commitment to a course of action, that warmth and attention to

the child still comes through. For example, although she was clear about

making her twelve year old son go the the championship football game he was

wanting to back out of (Story 5), she first talked to him about his responsi-

bility to the tail and how his feelings about the coach were interferring with

'--_,///his responsibility to his friends. She also talked about ways in which he

could acknowledge his feelings to his coach. After all of this discussion, she

still made him go to the game. This same kind of gentle lirmness was prevalent

in her response to the 10 year old son taking money from her wallet (Story 13).

She said she would grab hold of him and move him with the money still in his

hand so he could see that he had been caught. Then she would have a discussion

to find out what was impoAant enough to take money rather than telling her

and asking her. She then talked about the possible need to renegotiate his

allowance and his being required to submit a case for it. In describing her

reasoning behind her response she said, "You can't let a child steal, but

there may be something embarrassing that he needed money for or maybe he just

wasn't getting enough money in his allowance. I really don't think a child

has evil intentions."

42,

Finally, Barbara's response to the group of 3 year olds under the bed

covers with their clothes off was particularly indicative of her warmth and

tenderness for children. She said she would first try n't to giggle and

then say, "You all have been having a good time and now it is time to get

your clothes back on and have some cheese and crackers." Then she would'help

them get their clothes on, tickling and giggling with them as she. did so.

Unlike most other parents, she felt'no need.to "talk" with the children about

this.

2 .'15
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A

Model 7:. Authoritative Parent (SW)

Sonora was the parent most like a Model 5, et_aut4oritative parent.

Sonora lived in a very nice home in a part of town populated with

successful, professional people. There was a large backyard with two

dogs; the hpuse was comfortable and appeared to be "lived in" with

Halloween decorations hanging in the windows of the living room. Sonora

was older than the other parents interviewed; she was polite but not

stiff, with a relaxed sense of humor. She was thoughtful in her responses

to th vignettes and communicated well. She has four cihildren ranging.

in ages from 13 to 4 1/2. The youngest child is an adopted son and has

been more difficult to raise.

Sonora's responses to the vignettes suggest that she is supportive

of her children, but does no4 express it in the nurturant style of the

Model 5 parent. Sonora had several direct responses to a couple of the

vignettes. Her response to the seventeen year old quitting school was

a simple "No." She added that they would talk about the present versus

the future, but reiterated her position in saying, "The kids already know

_....

they must complete school if they live in this house." Her response to

the 12 year old son not wanting to play in the championship gami (Story 5)

was equally direct, "He 1\ must go to the game." Her reasoning was that when

you give your word you assume responsibility for it--completely. She

"understood" the anger of the son, but would insist on his playing, she

said she would be proud if her son confronted the coach about his anger.

She was the only parent to directly address any punitive measure for the

child caught taking the money (Story 13). She would have the child do a
at



particular chore to "pay back" the amount he tried to take. Similarly,

she was the only parent comfortable with having the three year old coloring

on the wall (Story 1) clean the mess up by himself. At the same time she

was appreciative of the lack of intention on the part of the three year

old, stating, "...at three they're. just into their senses and don't

really know what they are doing when they are coloring on the wall, they're

just excited to see the colors..."

Although some of the above responses appear abrupt, there was a

recurrent undertone of concern about the child's feelings (though not to

the dzgree of Model 5 and Model 6), For example, Sonora's response t9 the

six year old upset about her parents leaving for the night (Story 12) was

to "put my arms around her and hug and kiss h4't and tell her where we are

going and what we are. doing and when we'll be back." She felt it was

important not to let the child "use their tools to manipulate," but also

understood the child's need for attention. In response to the four year

old frustrated with a puzzle she (Story 3) would take the pieces up and put

them away and tell her son, "You're in no mood for this." She would then

try to steer hirinto something else. She also expressed concern over

finding out if the child was not feeling well, or angry at something else..
1

She felt it would be important to.see if the child wanted to talk about

something. She expressed concern far the child's feelings again in her

response to the second grader who has been keeping notes from the teacher.

She expressed that the child must be very upset and afraid if she has gone

to such lengths to keep things from her parents. She felt it was important

to keel) an open mind about the situation rather than assuming the teacher

was right and the child was wrong.

25o

4.



It may be interesting to note that all but one of Sonora's factor

scores is below the mean. In this sense Her stories seem "depreied."

There is a similar indication in some of the responses to the sentence

completion. She said that the best thing about growing u was "getting

there" adding that she had had a difficult childhood. Her b gest problems

she sometimes has as a parent is "putting up with disrespect in their

(children's) friends" and-that kids today are "me: Oriented and don't

seem to have respect for anything or anybody." She mentioned the one

thing that gets in her way as a parent i* the "change in values and social

mores." She also feels that most of the parents in her colaunity are "too

busy to take time for their kids" and that the biggest problem her family

faces today is "from outside pressure4" She reported that her experience

as a parent had been worse than or more difficult than she had expected

due to her adopted son, but rated her overall experience as a parent as

clearly positive. She was generally satisfied with herself and her husband

as parents and rated them very high on communication with one another.

In general this parent seemed to have clear and thoughtful answers to
fit

the vignettes. There was confidence in her responses)and strong support

for the children, but one that appears to be less intimate or personal

than the kind of support another parent may give. She was not emotionally

reactive to any of the vignettes, and in fact, described herself as someone

who "doesn't sweat the small stuff." She does seem to be more controlled

than other prents interviewed, and her profile of individual factor scores

and responses to the sentence completion suggest a kind of "disappointment"

or "discouragement." In the comments at the end of the survey she "found

that as I get older some of the childhood values I discarded are becoming



important to me again as-I see the need in my children for the old-
,

vfashioned security and limits as opposed to freedom too soon."

p
2:

41.
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APPENDIX D

PARENTS AND CHILDREN TOGETHER

INSTRUCTIONS:

e

The following stories describe some different situations that could

come up between parents and children. Please pretend you are the parent

of the child presented in each story. Some of the children in the stories

will be older or younger than your own children. Please go ahead and

pretend that you are the parent of that child. After listentig to the

story, tell me exactly what you would say and do. There is no right or

wrong answer, so please don't be concerned with that. Just tell me what

you would really say or do in each situation.

--,

79

...



DRAFT

Story 1

Chuck, your three year old son, has been very quiet. You just found him
coloring on the walls.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What would your response be if Chuck were:

5 years old

9 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this.story?

Chuck

Parent

Comments:

ti
20-



Story 2

Your ten year old daughter has been studying for a math test she is dreading.
The morning of the test you notice her stalling around, about to be late for
school. When you remind her to hurry up and go to school, she says she is
sick.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your son?

d. What would your rest' se be if your daughter were

15 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Daughter

Parent

Comments:

2j7



Story 3

Your four year old son, Willie, has been working on a puzzle. Even though
the puzzle is not too hard for him, he is starting to get angry with it.
He just threw a puzzle piece on the floor and shouted at you saying, "This
puzzle is stupid and so are you."

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be tf this were your daughter?

d. What would your response be if your son were:

9 years old

16 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the 15ople in this story?

Willie
.c

Parent

Comments:

9 I'-
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Story 4

You have been working hard all day and feeling tired. You finally sit
down and begin to relax. You have started reading the newspaper or
watching TV when your 9 year old yells for you to come and look at some-
thing he did an his room.

a. You would:

.

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

#

d. What world your response be if y r son were:

3 years old
,

16 years old f

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Son

Parent

as. S

Cormien ts :

/
--a

,



Stony 5

Your twelve year old son is city football team. He had an argument
with the coach at the last practice and now he doesn't want to play in the
champiociship game this afternoon.

a. You would:

Reasoning behind respohse:

air

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What would your response be if your son were:

8 years old

17 years old
vo"

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Son

Parent

V

Comments:

27j



Story 6

Your four year old daughter, Stephanie, hat a young boy and girl from the

neighborhood come and visit. They have been playing in her room for the .

last hour or so. They have started giggling so loudly you are getting
annoyed. When you open the bedroom door, you find all three of them under
the bed covers with their clothes off."

a. You would:

i

\ -4

b. Reasoning behind response:

,.

c. What would your response be if this were your son?

d. What would your response be if your daughter were:

8 years old

12 years old.

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Stephanie

Parent

Comments: .

2 7'i
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Story 7 .

Your daughter's second grade teacher just called you and asked you why you
have refused to conference with her. You have no idea what she is talking
about. Apparently,'your daughter has been in trouble at school and has not
given you any of the notes the teacher sent home with her. As you hang up
the phone, your daughter walks into the groom.

a. You would:
I

I .

b. Reasoning behind response:

-- \
*

...,

c. What would your response be if this were your son?

4 .
d. What would your response be if your daughter were:

12 years'old

(.,

16 years old
I

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Daughter

t
1

Parent
)

Comments:

2 ')

I



Story 8

. You made an agreement with your ten year old son to do d particular
hoUsehold.job for extra money. This is the nut time you have worked

V out a money reward for his doing any extra chores. When you inspect his
work you find that he has not done a good job, yet he still expects to
get paid..

a. You would: 4

ti

-b. Reasoning behind_ response:

45,

c. What would your response, be if this were your da ) ghter? . .

d. What would your response be if your son were:

6 years otd

P.

15 years old

,

e. What are the thoughts Al feelings of the peoplevin this story?

Son

Parent

Comments:



Story 9

Your fifteen year old daughter, Michele, wahts to go to the mall and "hang
out." You know that is where a lot of kids go on thi weekends. Recently,
there has been increasing trouble there, and you know some of the kids go
there _tb drink, smoke pot in the parking lot, and generally look for trouble.'
At the same time, you know that there are also some good kid's who go to the
mall and meet friends, too.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:
4a*

IP .

c. What would your response be if this were your son?

d. WhatiWould your response be if your daughter were:

13 years old

17 years old

c

e. Whaare the thoughiS and feelings of the people in this story?

Michele

4
Parent*

V
--1

Comments: 2'
C:F
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Story 10

The school principal has just called you at work. Your six year old son:
Ronnie, has been in a fight at school. He has a black eye and a cut lip;
so does the other student. Ronnie says the other boy started it by calling
him a "punk."

a. You would:

b. ing behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your son?
4

d. What would your response be if your son were:

12 years old

16 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feefings of the people in this story?

Ronnie

4
Parent

p.

Comments.

As: ,

K
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Story 11

Your 17 year old son has been working part time at the supermarket in
your neighbo'rhood. He is a cashier and makes a good hourly wage and could
have employee benefits if he joined the union. The manager of the store
has offered your son a job at a good salary, but he would have to work
full time. Your son wants to quit school and take the job.

a. You would: 4

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in thls story?

Son

Parent

Comments:.

.r1

2 &-T
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Story 12

You and your husband (wife) are going out for the evening. *s you say
goodbye to your six year old daughter, Karen, she begins.,to cry very hard,
crying for you not to go. .She doesn't seem to be sick and the babysitter
has stayed with hvebefore without any problems.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your son?
A

d. What would your response be if your daughter were:

3 years old

10 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Karen

Parent lif

Comments:

2-P-1I
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Story 13

You just walked into the bedroom and saw your teh year o]d son taking money
from your wallet without permission. You'have just caught him in the act of
taking your money.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What would your resp se be if your son were:

5 years old

16 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

_Son

Patent

Comments:



r
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Story 14

It is late and you are getting ready to go to bed. You are straightening
up the house a little and going to drop some school books off in your 16
year old son's bedroom. As you Open the door, you find him awake and
masterbating. He immediately stops and pretends like he is asleep.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

4 c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What would your response be if your soli-7Wer:

3 years old

12 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Son

Parent

Comments:

f

27j



The Parent Psychologist'

4

Child Development

DRAFT

1. At what age does an infant become a child?

a. At what age does a child become a young person? C
b. A young adult?

2. What is the difference between an infant and a child?

3. What do we mean when we say, "Oh, she's just going through a stage."

a. Do you believe there are "stages?"

b. Examples of stages

c. How does a parent deal with a "stage?"

4. At what age do you think kids really know what is going on? In other
words, at what age do children have motivations for what they do? When
do they really know what they are doing?

5. Are children just little people or are they completely different?



Personality

1. What is personal ( ty?

a. Can personality change?

b. When does a child's personality take shape?

c. What,impact can parents have on a child's personality?
A

d. Is personality something we are born with or something that is
shaped by.ouriexperiences?

e. Are parents responsible for the personalities of thtr children?

Its

Moral Development'

1. What is your definition of a moral person?

a. What is the parents' role in the moral development of their children?

ti

b. When should parents being teaching their children morals?

c. How should parents teach morals?



I

-
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v

d. Are children born with natural morals or do all morals have to be
taught?

I
.

Discipline

1. What is discipline?

a. What is the purpose of discipline?

b. What types of discipline do you use?

c. How do you decide when to usesa particular type of discipline?

d. How do you and your spouse share the discipline role, or do you
share it? What arrangement do you and your spouse have regarding
the discipline of your child and how did you come to that arrange-
ment?

e. Some parents use rewards as a form of positive discipline. What is
your definition of a reward and do you use rewards in your house?* !/

. .

(*Make sure to get information on the types of rewards used and
their rationale behind using or not using rewards.)

I
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General Questions: F Life

1. name some parents' rights

a. Which of these do you take in your home?

2. Name some children's rights (in your home)

3. Do you have any house rules? If so, mtat are they?

a. How do the house rules get established?

b. Do the members of your house follow the house rules?

4. Do you'have any family traditions or rituals? 'If so, what are they?

5. Should parents treat all of their children the same? Tell me why you

think parents should or should not treat all of their children the same.

2 Q



6. Which would be easier to raise, a boy or a girl? Why?

7. Some people believe children are just born a certain way and there is
little a parent can do to change that. Other people believe parents
have more to do with children's behavior than genetics or what children
were born with. I am going to read a list of characteristics and I
'would like for you to tell me if you think children acquire them through
their parents or they are born with them.

laziness cheating

rebelliousness spoildness/brattiness

self-control moody

individual responsibility interest in school

ambition interest in sports

respect for others intelligence

sharing with others



Parent Sentence Completion
DRAFT

Next, I will be asking you to complete some sentences. I will read the first

half of a sentence and ask you to complete it with the first thing that comes

to mind. Just say the first thing that comes to mind that is the truth for

you. There is no right or wrong answer, so don't worry about that.

1. The best thing about me as a parent is

2. When my children are grown, I want them to look back and say

3. The best way to help a child learn is

4. I am the kind of parent who

5. I want to make sure my children never have to

6. A good way to discipline a child is

7. When I get ahgry with my children

8. Some of the things I want my childten to learn from my culture is

9. A problem I sometimes have as a parent is

10. When I spank my children,

11. When one of my children has a problem

12. The most imporitit job of a parent is

13. Kids today

14, The thing that gets in my way most as I relate to'my child is

15. A parent has a right to



16. When my children do not like what I do

17. Most of the parents in this community

18. One person who4has had a lot of influence on me as a parent is

19. If I could give my children anything in the world, I would giVe,

20. I hope my children

21. The biggest problem my family faces today is

t

2 ,S 3



Name:- 1

Number of Children:

Years of Marriage

N,-

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PARENTS

Mother

DRAFT

Fathe'r

1. Sex Age

2. Sex 1 Age

3. 1
Sex Age

4. Sex Age

Religion

.Income Level Contact with Grandparents* '

Contact with Siblings

Education: Ph.D. MA Collegi High School 9 8 7 6 5 4 3

Occupation Mother Father

The foll6Wing questions address a variety of issues dealing With your relation-

ship to your children, your spouse, and yourself. They will be very global

questions covering broad topics. Simply answer them the best you can.' Your

answers will be completely confidential. Remember, there is'no right or wrong

answer to any of these qd'estipns:

1. Has your experience as a parent been:

Better than or easier than you expected

c

.

Close to what you expected
lb.

Close enough to what palexpected

I

Worse than Or more difficult than what you expected

2. Your experiences a parent could be described best as:

Fantastic! Great!

Very good; clearly positive.

O.K.

Somewhat disappointing

Very disappointing

a



Ihe

3. How much of the time are you satisfied with' yourself as a parent? Using

a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is low and 10 is high, rate,your satisfac-

tion with yourself as a parent.

1:- Not all satisfied

2: Satisfied only once in awhile
3: Satisfied very little of the jime

4: Satisfied just spme'of the time

,5: Satiisfal enough of the time

6: Satis a Tot of the time

7:' Satisfied the majority of the time

8: Satisfied most of the-time
9: Satisfied almost all of the time
10: Always satisfied

Rating:- ,

.'

/

//

4. Using toe same scale of satisfaction from 1 to 10, rate how much of the

time you'are satisfied with your husband (wife) as a parent.

1:

2:

3:

Not atoll satisfied
Satisfied only once in awhile
Satisfieb very little of the time

4: Satisfied jest sale of the time / ,

5: Satisfied enough of the time Rating:

: 14
6: Satisfied a lot of the time

7: Satisfied the majority of the time

8: Satisfied mostof the time
9: Satisfied almos.t all of the tin

10: Always satisfied .

S. Age,in Using the same scale of satisfaction, tell me how uch of the time

. you are satisfied with how you and your spouse Communicate. For instance,

do you feel like you and your spouse rally talk to each other about your
feelings and the things that bother one another? When you tat o each

other, do you really listen to each other? So, in terms of R ally talking

and listening to one another, tell me how much of the tim you are
satisfied with your communication with your spouse.

1: Not at all satisfied

2: Satisfied only once in awhile

3: Satisfied very little of the time

4: Satisfied just some of the.ttme
5: Satisfied enough of the time Rating:

6: Satisfied a lot of the time

7: Satisfied the majority of the time

8: Satisfied most of the time

9: atisfied almost all of the time

10: Sbtisfied all of the'time

4
.

.

2°(
At
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6, Now, think of your total relationship with your spouse--everything.you

like and don't like about, it. Using the same scale of satisfaction,

how much of the time are you satisfied with your relationship with your

. spouse?

1: Not at all satisfied
2: .Satisfied only once in awhile

3: Satisfidd very little of the time

4: Satisfied enough of the time

5: Satisfied enough of the time

6: Satisfied a lot of the time-
7: Satisfied the majority of the time

4 4
8: Satisfied most of the time

9: Satisfied almost all of the time

10: Satisfied all of the time
0.

7. Looking backon your own childhood, tell r* how happy it was. Ute a

scale from 1 to 10, with 1 being, not at all happy and 10 being completely

happy,

Rating:

1: Not at all happy'

2: Hardly happy at all

3: A little happy
/4: Sort of happy

Pretty happy

6: Quite happy
7:

8: Mostly happy

9: Almost completely happy
(10: Completely happy

Ratin :

8. Many parents have a child or more than one child that might by called

"difficult." What makes a child "difficult?",

requires a lot of attention

very demanding

is stubborn

#
is mad most of the time

has hurt fielings a lot

unhealthy; sickly

is mean to others

slow learner

not nice lo6king ir

.2,90

whines or cries a lot

too active

is clUMsy.

tries to get their own way a lot

is' lazy, uninterested in anything

real smart; real intelligent

too independent/wants to be pn their
own

no feelings for others; unloving



8. Do you have a difficult child? Yes ,* No

How has raising a "difficult" child affected your experience as a parent?

9. Some parents have:a children} who is never a problem. What makes a

Child a "no problem': child?
1 e

cooperative child

loving child
A

smart child

easy going child

keeps self busy,

hardly ever cries,11=11

healthy; never sick

'always happy

nice looking

good at anything they. try

helps arour1d the house'

. responsible for own things

leaves parbnts alone

talks easily with adults or agematf

10. Do you have`a "no problem" child? Yes No

If, so, how has raising a "no problem" child affected you .

11. Who do you go to for advice abo4 parentipg?

books

church
A

friends

school =.

medical doctor

psychologist

member of immediate family

actual class in parenting

- 23
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" ATTACHMENT A

, ,PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY

PART I. :FAMILY-STAUCTURES'
II

Using the following key, please-Ldentify to what extent your program activities,

in the past -twelve monthsjaddreso,:d tissues related to various fami:y types.
Circle the natber (0-4) that best describes this.

0 = not a 0cm:zed program activity; ?seder dealt with
4 a unplanned activity; dealt with informally if it comes up
2 .;unplanned, ongoing self-help groups
3 . planned ctivity 'or one time only
4 . planned, series cif activities

FAMILY TYPES PLANNED PROGRAM ACTIVITY

a.' Stepparents.

b. Single fathers, with custody

c. 'Single fathers, without custody

d. Single inothers

e. Separated parents

f. Divorced parents

g. Extended families (e.g., grandmother living
withjamily)

h. Working mothers

i. Families.with both parents working

j. Patents who adopt

k. Foster parents
,

1. Teenage parents

m. Parents of adolescents

n. First-time parents

o. Parents.of school-age children

p. Parents Of preschool-age children

1; Surrogate pTent.families
294

Low 0 1 2 3 . 4 High

0 1 2 3 4

0

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

O. 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

OF 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

'0 1 2 3 4"

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3. 4
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PART II. TOPICS IN PARENT EDUtATION'
?

Ustng the same key, please identify to what extent sour program activities
addressed. following liseof topics in pa ent educatitn.

0 = not a planneprogrart activity; never dealt pith
1 = unplanned activity; dealt with informally if it comes up

2 = unplanned., ongoing self-help groups
3 = planned activity for one time only
4 = pUinned, series of activities

2

.

TOPICS IN PARENT EDUCATION PLANNED PROGRAM ACTIVITY

a. Family planning (e.g., birth control)

b. Home manageQ914

c. Communication skills

d: Discipline in general

e. Behavior management

f. .Intellectual development

g. Bilingual education

11. Self- concept 4nd personality of children

i. Wife/husband conflicts

j. Peer influeme on children

k. Sexual role identification

1: Sex educati10

m. Parent-child borne activities

n. Effects of television on children

o. Routine health care

p. Nutrition and foods

q. Children's learning diiabilities

r.. Parenting of handicapped children --...--

s. Family advocacy (active participation in
political rtters concerning the family),

t. HyperaCtive children

u. rSibling childrenAn. family) rivalry

......)

Low 0- 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 .1 . 2 3

0 1 2 3

1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 ,3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 ( 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 '2 3

. 0 1 2, 3

0 1 2 3 '

,

0. 1 2
?

0 1 2 3

4 High

4

41

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4'

4

4

4

4

4

4

4



I

. "

PARE` III.... PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

1. The grOnizatiOndi ipructure of your program is best debcribed as:

(circle yes or no)

t

J

a. an independent program with epaid-director

and'clerial person .

# b. a program operating' within a larger organi-

* nation (i.e., a hospital, 6mmunity, mental

health service, Red Cross; etc.) Yes , No

( c. an informa1'gathering of concern ed individuals;

"grass roots`' organizatio6 with little ,

bureaucratic structure Yes No

2. Funding for your program is best described as:

(circle yes -or no)

Yes No

a

a. Mostly Federal Yes No

.

b. Local, communit)-based , .
'Yes No

,

c. State
.

Yes No

d. Highly dependent upon donations . Yes. No

e. Based primarily on client fees
t

Yes No

f; Other (please specify)
. - I

.

4
,

3.' Often parent education programs are associated with a larger organization.

Indicate if your program is associated with the following: (circle yes

or no)

a. Public school system 'Yes
.

No
f--_-,

°b. Social service agency Yes No
4

c. Church h or other religious organization YeS ` No

p
h

d. Private, profit-making group, i.e;; 'PET ` Yes No
,

e. Public, non-profit group, i.e., Red Cross

f. No association, strictly local organization

Yes No

'' Yes . No

1

g. Other (please specify) .

\ 4. Art your program efforts directed towards a specific target group of Clients,

'like low inocne families, a minority group, single wents, etc.?

Yes No
,

If Yes, which target group?

29G 3
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5. ,Your program activities can be described best as: (yes or no)
.

.,

1.- planned series of elass meetings covering
specific topics .. Yes No

. i ,,,

--b7-.regul-arfi-scheduled-meetings with changing

topics Yes No

. .

c. periodic (4-6 times per year) meetings with
changing topids. Yes No

d.. occurring orr a one-te-Ane basis betweeri parents
and staff ' 1. Yes No

4 .

. 6. Note theileolpwing terms and their definitions: a parAt education prograni

may include courses.covering specific tropics.. Each course consists of

,class meetings. Using the preceding definitionsi please answer the next,

thrde questions accordingly-

/ I
,..

a. In your parent education program, how many courses kre offered

at on,:
A

1 2' 4 5 '6. 7 8

,

b. Within your program, what is the average number of class mettings

4;:.;.A01 : for the curses offered:

1 2 3 5 , 6 7 8 9

4
- , - 4 ......-. . . . . -1

c. How long does the, average class meeting last?
-... 7

(e.g,, 1 hour, 30 minutes; etc.)
,

4*t

4

..6

7. The instructors/grroup Leaders youza parent education program staff can

be aescribed best as: (circle yes or no)

a. Most of the teaching. staff are trained lay
A

persons .
Yes No

b. Most of the staff are persons with a Master's
Degree oriPh.D.

c. Most of the staff.is part-time

d. Most of the staff is full-time

e. Mostof the staff are professionals in child
,development, social work, psychology, edu-'

cation, etc. . Yes No

f. Most of the staff are trained nurses sit Yes No

Yes NO

Yes. No

Yes _No

8. Do clients pay a fee to take a parent:edipation course?

Yes No

If so, would youpind_telling us the atat of the fee?



9. .What are the goals of your program. Please take a few minutes and write

them downIfor us. Use the back/page of the survey, if necessary. If yof

/-"" already have this information in a. brochure or pamphlet, just attach it to

this ,form. Thank'you.

1

10. The following items deal with evaluation activities in your program.

Please respond by circling yes of no.

e. Our 'staff not trained in evaluation methods Yes No

b. We do not have the time for program evaluation Yes No

c. We do'not have the money for evaluation Yes No

,d. We do an iyformai evaluation by gathering

verbal fe dback-from participants at the

end of a course , Yes No

)

e. We have a standard form that all participants,,

fill out after completing-a course Yes No -

f. Evaluation is at the discretion offilthe

instructors
Le'

Yes Na

g. We do Pa written follow-up evaluation, usually

several, weeks after a course, has ended Yes No

h. Our funding requires some kind of evaluation Yet No

11. When are your courses offered'? (Pleabe check all those thatopply.)

Mornings .Afternoons Evenings Week-ends

12. Are babysitting services available to parents while they attend class

meetings?

Yes No

2,9;j
5

dl



13. Approximately how many clients are served in a year?

a. Approiimate percent of clients not completing a course?

14. Clients may have different reasons for enrolling in a parent education
course. What are the ,reasons y_lcro clients enroll in your parent edu-

oation program? (We would appreciate y.,%!.; best guess, knowing that it

is hard to get this kind of information.P Please circle yesor no.)

a. Experitencing minor problemeat home.
. .

b., Major crisrs at home

c. Self-conscious decision to be better parents

d. General interest in the topic being covered.

e. Lack of primary support systems or other
networks

f. School-related issues

No

Yes No

Yes

Yes NO

Yes No

Yes. No

g. C nt participation required to receive
some ther service . Yes No

4

h, Other (pliase speciP.,)

15. Do you have any other observations or Jomments about the cZ.ients d04 serve
and their motivation *participating?

2"a
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16. How often do advents drop

a. Lack of time

out bf a course for the following reasons: /,

Often Sbmetimes Rarely Never

ge

b. Change in work schedules r,dr 0

0 S

c. Child care, problems

d. Lose interest

e. Lack of support from other
partner, spouse, etc.

f. Get all their "a veers" in the

first few sessio s and don't
feed to come an re

g. Competing family obligations

h. Achi4vement of goals

Shyness -- discomfort, of being

.0

0 S R

0 S

0 S R N

/
J.

, 0 S R N

0 S R N

0 S R N
.

0

in a strange situation 0 S R

41 N

j. Materials too sophisticated
for client.level

k. Materials.ndt sophisticated
enough for ,client level

1. Materials; n

',the clien

language of

0 S R N e

N'

M; Other (please specify)

17. Do you think father participation is important?

Yes No-
Oat ideas and suggetions do yoil have for increasing the participation of

fathers in parent'education?

300
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PART IV. PARTICIPANT DESCRIPTION

1. About hex.; many of your parent education participants fell! into each of

the following categories? Circle the number that comes closest to the
percentage of your clients represented .by the listed group. This will

help us in our attempt to describe the current "consumers" (users) of
patent education programs. would appreciate your best estimate.

FAMILY TYPES,/

a. Single parents, divorced

PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED

100. 90 80 70 60 50

b. Single parents never married 100 90 80 70

c." Intact parents, first marriage 100 90 80 70

d. Stepparents .100 90 80 70

60 50

60 50

60 50

e. Parents of handicapped

f. Foster parents

g. Adoptive,parents

h. Teenage parents

I. Other

100 90 80 70 60 50

'100 90 80 70 60 50

100 90 80 7O 60 111

100' 90 80 70 60 50

100 90.80 70 60 50

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

40 30 20 10

2. What are the employment patternb of your program participants?

EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED

a. Two parents working

b.0 One parent working, one

100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20' 10

parent at home 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

c. Single parent working 100 90 80 70' 60 50 40 30 20 10

d. Single parent, not working 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

e. Neither parent working 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

f. One parent with two jots 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

3. Does your program routinely collect information on:

Family types Yes No

Employment patterns Yes No

301
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1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
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4. About how,many of the participants in yoUr program are of the folloan:ng

racial groups? Circif the peropstage that is the closest.

RACIAL GROUPS . PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED

100 90

a. American Indian

b. Asian

c. Mack

d. Mexican American

- e. White

f. Other (please.specify)

4.

100' 90

100 90

100, 90

100 90

100 90

80 70

RI 70

80 70.

80 70

80 70

80 70 60 '50 40 30 20

60 50 40 30 20

60 50 40 30 20

60 50 40 30 20

60 .50 40 30 20

60 50 '40 30 20

5. About what pel4eht of your program participants fall into each of the

following income groups? 4

INCOME LEVELS. PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED

a. Upper
($40,00( or more a year) 100

b. , Upper Mtddle
c ($30,000-39,00) 100

c. Middle
($20,000-89,000)

d. Lower Mi,dtlie

($10,000-19,0001

100

100

e. Low
----(Less than $10,000) ,100

10 1.

10 1

10 4i

10 1

10 1

10 1

90 80 70 60 50 '40 30 20 10

90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

/-90 80 -70 60 50 40 30 20 10

90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

1

1

1

6. Please use the remaining space (and the reverse side if desir'edillimake any

observations,- suggestions. or thoughts about pent education or Tas surf y.

,7. Would you like to have information regarding survey.results?

' Yes NoIml. 1
302
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ATTACHMENT B

PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY

6 51 Written-in Responses for Other Sources of-Funding

Item 2f on Questionnaire

'Code Comment

16252 1. school Dlitrict funds

16342 2. Instructors subsidize costs of belonging to 4nstructor

association
-

'16652 3. Tuition for class

4
17042 4.

)

Title%X. Also through social services as group therapy

05731 5. University

06131 6. 75/24 match Title XX

06331 7.' Mission- donations

06631 8. 75% Title XX; 25% donor
-

.*,.

07441 9. Some donationrand fees

12261 10. County, United Way

12861 11. Special Education teacher donated time

S

13561 12. Contractual

,13661 13. DHR anAivate donations

13861 14. Within school program-budget balanced school
4

14661 15. 20% non-Federal matching share

14861 16. Grants from private foundations

15261 17. None

15361 18. State and Federal

15661 19. A regular part of our,program

15761 ' 20. Funding decreases drastically in September

15961 21. Have fund-raising activities

17952 22. Churl) supported

20852 23. Contract

N
303



Item 2f (Continued)

,

'Cod'e ' Comment ...--,

1'-

21162 24, School funding - ,

02811 25. Just a pilot effort

03421 26. Contracts with organizations receiving federal state/ 4

local grants

04321 27. United Wayt($3,000 per year) and grants and donations

04421 28. PTA sponsored

19012 29. Specific program fees

20332 30. Tuition for PET

12461 31. State and local funding

00711 32. 20% local match

00911 i 33.,. Title XX USDA reimbursement

01011 34. Combination of a,,ande

01111 35. Title XX - training

01511 36. Vol unteer K.

.01611 37. Dues $5 annually

12361 38. Count§7state and Federally funded

08751 39., Based partially on fees

08651 j 40. Federal 70%; State 30%; Local 5%

08851 4). Church sponsored

08951 42. _Private school - St. Gregory's Colle4e. .

09051 43. Have been used as consultant to public schools - Patent
Effectiveness Training .federally funded

09251 44. Two state g.rants

09351 45. Fees'occasionally charged

09651 46.: Head Start
30/

09851 47. All of the above

10661 48. Student fees



,
Item 2f (Continued)

p

1

Code % Comment

City funds, State fund4 Federal funds11161 49.

11861 50.

12061 51.

Some private and foundation money

Cathy is Charities Diocws of Corpus Christi

1

ci

ti

f.
4

305
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PAREUATTACHMENT C

T EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY

48 Written-in Responses for Association with "Other" Larger Orginizition

Item 3g on Questionnaire

Code ' Comment

1. YMCA, Head Sthrt

2. University

3. Classes in Health Center and Hospitals

4. New Mexico State University t

5. State Home Economics Department

17042

05731

05931

Jo

07241

,67841

"401'
'Os*

13561 6. Mental HealthlServicess j/
44%

13661 7. Systematic Training Effective Parent

14361 8. ''Irivate, non-profit agency

14581 9. - County Ext, DepartMeot

14661 10. Dallas County Community Action, Inc.

14761 11. Region XVI Education Service Center Basic Educational

Skills Project

14861 12. Funded by Texas Department of Community Affairs

14961 13. RegionV Education Service Center

15261. 14. None a

15961 15. Private school - non-profit

17252 16. Agrams given also through a preschool I own and direct,

4 4 which is many times free and open ,to public

20561 17. Private nonprofit

20922 18% Catholic school.system

01911 191 I use STEP kit (Systematic Training for Effective Parenting)
at Community Education - night'classes for adults sponsored
by public schools - and I also free-lance

:!211 20. Cooperative Extension

2311 21. Private nonprofit



Item 3g (Continued)

Code Coninents

02811,

03221

22. University

23. 'Private, nonprofit

03721 24,1 Urban League

04421 . 25. PTA
4

04521 26: Children's Hospital

20052 27. Oklahoma Association of Youth Services
,s'

20242 28. PET was taught associated with a behavioral health agency
at no profit in facilities donated by a church

'13161

12461

29. Education Service,Center as

is

30. Autonomous social service agency created to provide educational

and clinical services to parents

00311 31. Head Start - Home Start Training Center

00411 32. We work with AB

00711 33. CAA

00911 34. Community Counseling Center

0111 35. University

01411 c 36. ETV .

01611 37. We have done things in school and with the March of Dimes -

no formal association .

20421

13061

38. At local healthunits in each parish of the state .-

39. Three nonpublic schools'

.12361 40. Texas Agricultural Extension Service

07341 41. Planned ParenthoodtFederation of America ,

"08141

09651

09851

42. Nonprofit community preschools

43. Tribal \

44. State Department of Huma,W Services

307
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A ,

itemlg (Continued)

Code Comment

09951 45. U. S. Army

10661 46. College course

11661 47. Referrals, etc. come from other agencies, hospitals, schools, etc.

11961 48. Head Start Program and Title'XX Day Care

a

4

I

3, 1 r,

1



69

ATTACHMENT _A
PARENT.EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY

120 Written-in Responses for "Which Target Group"
Item 4 on Questionnaire

. *Code

4

Comment

16532 1. Low income,

17042 2. Head Start, Foster Parents, Abusive Parents, Parents of
Juvenile Belinquents

05531 3. Mostly low income ,ftmilies

05631 4. Low income and working mothers

. 05731 5. 'Student parents (university)

05931 6. Low income, minority, teenagers

06131 7. Minority, welfare eligible young mothers"

06231 8. Teenagers

06331 9. Low-income, Black

06431 10. College students/faculty parents

4631 11. Low income, minority groups

0 6 731 12. Single parents

06931\ 13. A.S. teachers for MS youth

07041 14. Low income, Spanish-speaking

07141 15. Low income

07641 16. Families with problems of CA/N

07741 17. Abusive pareqps

07841 18. Altho one group for single moms

07941 19. Low income families (parents of title I children)

08041 20. Low income

12261 21. Women and children from families with a history of domestic

violence

12561 22. All ot the above (East Austin)

309
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Item 4

Code

(Continued);

94
I'

Comment

12t61

12961

13361

13461

13561

23. Special Education handicapped children's Parents

.24. Families with handicapped children

25. Abusive and neglectful parents

26. Parents of abused and/or neglected children.

27. Low income, child abuse/neglect clients, parents having past

of psychiatric care

13761 28. Low income

139610 29. Minority

14061 30. Teeh mothers from all categories

14261 31. Youth 6-17 years of eve and their families

-14361 32. Low income fainilies of Hispanic.beckground who have children

under 3 years of age

14461 33. Lbw inComirminority

14561 34._ LoW income families .

14681 35. Lowlftcome families

14761 36. Low income

14861 37. Low income families

15061 38. Lowe income families

.:. 15161 39.*11 Low income faillilies

ID._

15261 40. Parents of migrant and Title 1 eligible students

15361 41. Parents of handicapped children.

15461 42. Low income families

15761 43. Both low and' middle income

159 44. Preschool parents

16161 45. Parents of children with developmental delay

17532 Z 46. Low income families

17622 4 Parents of children living in the home

a
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Item 4 (Continued) 1

Code

*O.

48.

49.

50.

S

'Comment

is

18222

20561
.

20922

Parerits of adolescents

Low and moderate income

Families in a church parish

21661 51, Handitapped, high rift, pregnant teenagers, parents of
children who are identified as having suffered neglect,

or abuse -

. 02011 52. Adolescent pregnancies

t
02111 53. Premature infints and parents .and caregivers

,02311 54. Handicapped/developmentally disabled children ages 0-6 years

; 02411 55. Minority

02511 56. Pare.pts of children enrolled-4n public schools

02611 57. Minority group

02911 58. Pregnant teens and pre-parenthood emphasis in school K-12

03011 59. Adolescent pregnancies

03111 60. One program of two foster parents

03421 61. Cover many diveke groups including low income

`03521 62. Title XX eligibles, elderly, day care, child abuse /neglect,

handicapped, foster care:adoptpn

03721 63. Low income/minority

04021 64. Low income families

04121 65. Parents of preschool handicapped

04221 66. Migrant

04421 67. All parents

04521 68. Mid-income, normal families

04721 69. Parents with kids in school

04921 70. We have had all the above and middle class and wealthy families

05121 71. Low income (Follow Through)

I
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Item 4 (Continued)

Code Comment

05231 72. Minority groups/low income families

05331 73. Low income families

05431 74. Parents of children of preschools, including a variety of
clients

18712 75. MR-DD

18812 76. Mentally retarded/developmentally disabled

18932 77. Preschool for DD and young adult trainable MR

19242 78. Parents of Title I children

,

19332 79. Low income families

19432 80. Low income

20052 81. Youth and their families

16442 '84,45beblo Indians

00111 83. Teens

00211 84. Foster tprents, abusive parents, teenage parents

00311 85. Low income My

00111 86. Low income families and migrant famdlies

00711 87. Low income families'

00811 88. Low income, teenage parents

00911 89. University of Arkansas student families

01111 90. Foster parent, diy care staff and social service case workers

01211 91. Low income families, follow up of Head Start children

01311 92. Low income

01511 93. Children grades 1-6

01611 94. If anything, parents of young children

,20421 95. All of the above

13061' 95. Low income families



. .

Item 4 (Continued

ift

Code - ° . ..le, domment
9r. *41

12361 97. A offeOveducational programs to people of all ages regardless
of race, color,'sex, religion, socio-economic status or

7 *
. national origin ,

08351 98. Citizens of OK - rural and urban, all ages, most are rural

over 50

06531 99. We offer apprOximately 100 different Courses in three ten-

week sess4bns each year. Certain programs are targeted
toward certain groups, but anyone can attend

01811 190. Primary age children

. 01711 101. Again, our varied instructors adapt our material into a wide

variety of areas

08141 Parents of handicapped childr& #

08651 103. Families with children under 18 and specializing in adolescents

09451 104. Low income

09551 105. 40411ts that have children in that school

fp 095l 106. Low income American Indians

10051 107. Handicapped children (severe)

10151 108. Low income and handicapped

. 10251 109. Low income - but actually reach middle class

10451- 110. Abusive or potentially abusive parents

10761 111. Expectant parents and parents of preschook,children

10961 112. Middle class - healthy family

4,11061 113. Low income families 45

11161 114. Low income familat

11361 115. Low income minority groups

11561 116. Low income and minority groups

11661 117. Low income minority families. The majority of our parents,,are

single women and many teenaged women

11861 118.' Low income families
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Item 4 (Continued)

Code Comment
. 4

. .

11961 1197 Low income families, mostly single parents (females), mostly
minorities, many young mothers who are single

12061 120. Parents in poor rural areas with children under 5

4

A

a

t

sel



I ATTACHMENT E

PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY

176 Written-in Responses
Item91

Code Comment

sr'

16252 1.

16652 2.

16762 3.

16852 4.

05531 5.

05631 6.

.

05731 7.

05831 8.

.

05931 9.

06131 10.

PET curriculum goals

To give parents a third alternative besides authorative or

permissive discipline. To have open communications: active

listening and the ability to confront without using roadblocks.

To teach problem solving and to deal with value conflicts.

Learning who has the problem.

Parent Effectiveness Training teaches parents specific skills

to resolve power conflicts so that neither parent or child

wins at the other's expense.

You are familiar with PET I'm sure.

The main goal of our program is to provide a good place for

parents to keep their children while working. We strive to

meet the physical, emotional and intellectual"Meds of the

child.

The goals of our program are to strengthen family life and

help family members make progress toward optimal physical,

intellectual, social and emotional deVelopmerif in order to

achieve or taintah economic self-support.

Our goal centers on faci)itating parental confidence, com-

petence & independence through exposure to child development,

communicatidh, marriage skills, etc.

To improve living skills and consumer skills of students

enrolled.

1. Improve Family Relations 2: Encourage Better Parents

3. Better - Parent-Child Relationships 4. The Importance

of Family Planning

(from description) (1) To promote optimal development of the

child by educating parents to the principles and practices of

effective stimulation. (2) To promote positive behaviorlIn

children by teaching parents effective behavior management

techniques. (3) To assist in making the home a safer place'

A.
for children to grow up by educating the parents in safety

.41

practices. (4 To promote good physical development of the

chi10 by educa ing parents as to the importance of good
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Item 9, Continued.

Code.
4

Comment

nutrition, rest and exercise,'and the avoidance of excessive

.television. (5), To promote positive parenting experience by
Incouraging early and extended contact for mothers and infants_
during the immediate post-natal period and anticipatory and
on-going supOrt at home.

.0623Y 11. Preparation for parenthood - to see parenthood realistically

0643P 12. (from 2 brochures) 1. Objective: Provide opportunity,
stimulation, and encouragement for the maximum growth and
developmenttof each child mentally, physically, socially and
emotionally. 2. Course Information: The curriculum is

designed to prepare graduates for positions in the supervision

and care of young children in the home and community situations.

06631 13. (Brochure attached - no identifiable goal)

06731 14. "...Inter.t org. of single parentsTT:who come together for
mutual help so that our single parent homes can better provide
a happy family environment in which to bring up our children..."

06831 15. 1. Care and supervision of neglected and abused children
2. Prevention and intervention in areas involving delinquent

behavior in minors

07041 16. (from attachment) 1. To develop a positive self - concept in the

child. 2. To develop communication skills in the child. 3. To

develop large muscle coordination in the child. 4. To develop

. small muscle coordfnation in the child. 5. To develop eye-hand

coordination in the child. 6. To teach the child how to share

and take turns. 7. To teach the child how to take care of

equipment and property. 8. To teach the child how to line up,

whisper and walk inside the building. 9. To teach the child

how to listen. 10. To teach the child thoughtful and courteous
behavior. 11. To teach the child self-control, self-direction

and self-reliance. 12.'To teach the child ideas of numbers,
letters; size, shapes, relations and classifications. 13. To ,

encourage creativity in Oa children. 14. To encourage

"readiness skills inthe children.
0

07141 17t (attachnient)...to help children from primarily low-income families

b overcome cultural and economic disadvantages and gain the
experiences to enable them to deal successfully with the challenges

of the world in chich they live. It takes into consideration the
social, intellectual, physical and emotional development of the

children.

0724) 18. Informal education for adults - Family education is a small part

of our total program offered.
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Item', Continued.

Code
e

Comment

07641 19. To improve parenting skills. To improve knowledge of child

deveiopment. To improve communication skills. To improve/and

give alternatives for discipline.

07741 .20. We sue the "Systematic Training for Effective Parenting" program.

Brochure attached.
Pi

07841 21. Parentcraft provides information and support for first time
6 parents. Using the peer self-help approach, experienced parents

lead groups of 7-15 couples. Parent group leaders receive

special training and have access to the Parentcraft curriculum .

developed by Minn. Early Learning Design.

07941 22. To help parent better understand his children, improve communica-

tion with their children, enhance the self-image ofhis children,

to discipline in such a way as to develop respect & responsibility,

to aid a parent to help his child in school.

08041 23. Basic skill developitent in reading & math with supportive services

in social work and guidance and counseling for children and

parents.

%
12261 24. (Brochure attached - no identifiable goal)

f

12561 25. Our program deals mainly with,an at risk population'in East

Austin. Our goal is to offer alternatives to what may have

previously been ineffecve parenting skills. Learning to

cope with everyday crifis in -what are basically poverty con-

ditions is primary in many individuals lives. Parenting skills

is an area that may not be considered. important, the way we

understand It to be. Our approach is to be as non threatening

as possible and be as supportive as possible. It shouldcbe noted

that Brinjing parents together for training sessions is not always

successful. 1

12661 26. To assist parents to help their children who are having troubles

in school.

12861 27. My goal is to assist the parents of my handicapped students in

their knowledge and acceptance of their children.

12961 28. To increase public awareness of programs and services available

tp impaired infants and their fami/lies by: - disseminating litera-

ture to the general public - coftacting health and medical

professions - advising and cooradhating with public agencies.

To improve the level of functioning of visually impaired and deaf/

blind children by: - identifying and assessing the needs of each

child - developing an individual prOgram for each ct(ild based on

identified needs - introducing new.methods of learning from his/
e

her environment
To assist parents and families to develop skills and attitudes

that will enable them to become effectivedparents by: - providing
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tem 9, Continued.

Code Comment

direct in-the-home instruction.by a certified educator - utilizing
resources available through Region One including parent groups and

t*faqinily services, as needed - providing direct and consultative

assistance in the areas of occupational therapy, orientation and
mobility training, as well)as family consultation, as needed
Totserve as a liaison between the home, school, and community
agencies by: - aiding in the child's transition from home to
schOol - providing services for children not served by an existing
program - sharing information, participating in ARD Committees,
and recommending appropriate instructional arrangements.
(from pamphlet)

' 13261 29. (from the brochure)...to provide early, voluntary help to children

like these who seem headed for deeper, more serious trouble--the
kind of trouble that could eventually cause them to be labeled
delinquent by the cot&t.

13361 30. To make the parent aware of good nutrition habits; alternate
discipline plans; hygiene; etc.

13461 31. Prevent child abuse &/or neglect. Provide alternate role model

for parent

13561 32. The Pre-Therapeutic Nursery goal is to promote stable home con-
ditions/develop children's skills, reinforce culture, heritage
and languige. Inclusive of strengthening parenting skills

developmerNfor parents.

13661 33. Improve communication skills and introduce natural and logical

consequences as a method of discipline. To help parents under-

stand- the goals of misbehavior.

13761 34. (Brochure-attachedno-stated goal)

13861 35. 1. ,To help'parents understand ways of communicating with their
child and 2. Help parents let child be more responsible 3. Change

takes place in parent as well'as child for positive home situation.

Proved!!

13961/ 36. Program of child development

14161 37. As a public social service agency we must, rely heavily on participa-

. tion by people to serve as foster parents. Financial reimbursement

is minimal and we feel somewhat limited in what we can demand of
oyr participants. Therefore, educational prograMs offered in a
more formalized group setting are being offered usually at the
request of the foster parent. Educational efforts are aimed at
improving parenting skills and giving the foster parent insight.
into the child's behavior while equipping them with additional
alternatives to handlihg problems. Evaluations are clone at the

end of such a session and foster parents are continually asked
what problems need to be discussed, what are problem areas,,eto.
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I em 9, Continued.

Cbae:

14261 38:-.

14361 39.

14461 40.

14561 41.

it

14661. 42.

dr...wmar

4+5

Comment

A lot of individualized training is also conducted in one-to-one
contact between parents and workers. Individual probs. are

identified and time is spent working on those problems. If

enough people idenVrify a common area of concern, a formal,training

session may be planned to address that issue.

(1) Public educatipn (raising community awareness of local
juvenile problems and solutions; assisting juveniles in assessing
needs and determining solutions; disseminating info. to community

on current issues and family problem areas) (2) prevention of

juvenile delinquency (3) alternatives to incarceration (4) counseling/
rehabilitation of status offenders (5) family therapy

To enhance the parents' awareness, knowledge and skill in the area
of child growth and development (birth through 5) so that they can
optimize their young childreo's learning and development at home

and community. To enhance the parents' self-esteem and sense of

identity as persons and-4s parents.

To actively communicate with each and every parent in the program

- to act as a liaiion between school and parent - to train parents

on how best to help their children become better students

(from attachment) Home-Based Program Objectives. To involve

parents directly in educational developmentof their own children.

To help strengthen in parents their capacity for facilitating the

general development of their own children. To demonstrate methods

of delivering comprehensive dead Start type services to children

and parents (or substitute parents) for whom center-based program

is not feasible.

1. Children will be exposed to a stimulating environment that will
to

enhance their intellectual and physical growthsocial, emotional,

\sci

. and development in die Center and home environment. 2. Parents

will participate in Child Growth and Development to receive benefits

of effecting parenting skills. 3. To provide a preventive Health

and Nutritional service program.

14761 43.,,12.get to know yourself better. To'get to know your child better.

To use this knowledge in making decisions about how to raise your

child.

14861 44. To change children's behavior by changing
r"parent

behavior.

15061 45. The overall goal is to bi-ing about a greater degree of social
competence in children of law income families. By social com-

petence is meant tfic child't every day effectiveness in dealing

with both present environment and later responsibilities in school

and life. Social competence takes into account cognitive and
illteTIectual development, physical and mental health, nutritional
needs, and other factors that enable a developmental approach to

helping children.
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Item 9, Continued.

4.

Code Comment

15161 46. (from attachment) General Objectives; To develop definite plans

for getting parents involved in total plans and planning for

their children. To develop a dynamic, cooperative partnership
with the home and school in the education of each cbild. South

Plains Parent involvement Plan is designed to meet the performance
standards, as well as, our local goals and objectives for Head

Start families an heir children,

15261 47. 31% ofTitle I ad Migrant parents in Title I and Migrant-funded

instructional components, will, on the a4rerage, participate

in one or more hours of school sponsored activities as documented
by records. 4

15361 48. To help"parents reach a better undefitanding of themselves and

their handicapped child.

15461 49. Educate the parent so that he in turn will get involved in his

child's education. 4
15661 50. As day care providers our goal is to help parents to know how to

help.their children grow properly both physically and emotionally.
To help the child develop to nit full potential is our main goal

and we seek to help parents understand their role in their child's

development.

'15761 dl. To provide prevential mental health through community educational

programs.

15961 52. St. George's Episcopal School Parent Organization - is a fund

raising, ncial, and educational oriented group. Our main

purpose is to support the school and each other.

. 16161 53. (from attachment) Objective of PrOgram.' The Infant-Parent Program

1

serves children with developmental delal, age birth through three

years, a their families). The long range mission of.the program

is to ai each child, with his family's help, to reach his full

potential. Further, the program is aimed at keeping all handi-

capped children in their,family setting in the community.

17152 54. To develop better communication and understanding between parent

and child. For the pareilt to be able to recognize a potential
problem about to arise with his child and' if a problem does arise

then to be able to handle it through open communication resulting

in satisfactory problem solving with both parent and child. Also

one of the most important aspects of Ibis to have the child

.
identify his own problem and be able to deal with it and solve it

in his own way.

/
_) 17252 55. Some of our goals - To expose family members to better communica-

tion skills. To all ow a leader directed group to interact and

discuss new ways to see themselves and the child. Broaden their

skills that meet practical daily life. Positive self image growth.
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. Item 9, Continued.

*Code

.

17422 56.

17532 57.

,17622 58.

17762 59.

17822 60.

17952 61.

18062 -62.

18162 63.

18222 64.

20561 65.

20852 66.

20'724 67.

20922 68.

21062 69.

4 , Comment

Looking at options. Better time meftement. How we fit in social

structure and explore areas of improvement w/peers, leaders or

management.

Teach parents skills of assistance to help others and confronta-
tion skills to help Self. Develop a win/win attitude in human
relationships_and give people a handle on skills to make win/win

work.. '-

IL

To train parents and to have them realize that they are their
child's teacher too--

. Teach effective communication skills. . Empathy training.

. Giving training in interpersonal skill development part. bet.
parents and children.

PET Philosophy

(Brdchure attached - no stated goal)

Goals are those of Parent Effectiveness Training and Couple

Communication

The training of parents in very specific skills.

To develop specific skills believed klelpful in maintaining and

enhancing the parent-child relationship. To increase awareness

of the child as an individual - personally and developmentally.

Teach effective communication skills betwEen and among adolescents

and their families to reduce problem areas and facilitate family

growth.

Achieve or maintain economic self-support to prevent, reduce Oi:`

elimfrnate dependence; achieve or maintain self-sufficiency to
reduce or prevent dependency; preventing or remedying abuse,

neglect or exploitation of children and adults unable to protect
themselves, or preserving, rehabilitating or uniting families.

See attachment. (Nothing attached)

To foster good mental-health of local community residents through

studies of potential problem areas in parenting.

Better communication between parent and child.

.( Brochure attached - no stited goal)
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Item 9, Continued. %

Code Comment

. 21162 70.

21324 71.

21324 72.

21542 7,3.

01911 74.

02011 75.

02111 76.

02211 77.

02311 78.

02511 . 79.

02611. 80.

The main goals of the program are (1) to improve cpmmunicatiOn
between the school and the parent, (2) to encourage more
involvement by the parent, (3) to encourage parents to set up parent
teacher conferences at regular intervals, and (4) to enable
opportunities for feedback between the school counselor and parents
relative to the school's activities in the edudational, social, and
career domain efforts of the total guidance program.

(Brochure attached - no stated goal)
lb

To train currently employed social workers of the Division of Family
Services in.skills and techniques of working with neglected dependent,

and abused children, their families and their foster families.

See attached brochure. (Nothing attached)

(Brochure - no stated goal)
,

Teach parenting skills. Reduce adolescent pregnancies. Allow for

responsible decision making.

Improved parent-premature infant interaction -short -term, with

trained lay-home visitors and focused medical visits.

(See enclosed page) Objectives: To help individuals and familied
- Develop essential skills for guiding the social, mental, emotional

and physical growth of children. - Know effective ways of strengthenir
relationships in families. - Establish and maintain positive self--
concepts. - Develop skills for making personal adjustments for moving

through the stages of life.

(From attached page) Through the Infant Stimulation, Early Inter-
vention and Parent Training services North Hills tries to; Assist

parents/care givers in increasing their understanding of their
developmentally delayed or handicapped child; Promote and
facilitate positive and meaningful relationships'aiong the parents,
the handicapped child, and other. family members, help parents /care
givers improve and increase their skills in general child rearing JIP
and child management, Provide individual on-going assessments and
programs to stimulate the child's development in all areas - gross-
fine motor, self-help, cognitive, social, and speech/language;
Demonstrate techniques of developmental and therapeutic stimula-
tion and help parents/care givers gain skill in the techniques.

See attached. (Nothing attached.)

To work with any group (administrators, teachers support
personnel or parents) who impacts on students, especially
minority students, to reduce overall disciplinary sanctions
and to reduce the disproportioality of minority di5ciplinary
sanctions in the public schools.
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Item 9, Continued.

Code Comment

7" 02711 81. See Attached. (From attachment) Session I. Self Esteem for Parent

and Child. Goals: 'To provide self e teem building climate and

experieQces for participants. To hel participants be aware that

self esteem is the key to a happy, p oductive life for their chil-

e dren. To help participants be aware that they will need to work

on their own self esteem if they are to be able to help children

with,theirs.
Session II. Prbmoting Esteem in Self and Others. Goals: To see

that critical words and actions promote low self esteem. To see

that nurturing words and actions promote high esteem in self and

others.

Session III. All Feelings, are OK. Goals: To begin to recognize

and share feelings. To be aware that all feelings are OK. To be

aware of constructive ways of handling feelings. To be aware of ,

how we try to pe feelings.

Session IV. Sh fng Acceptance of Feelings in Self and Others by

Listening Goals: To experience_ the value of and gain skills in

listening for feelings in self. To experience the value of and

gain skills in listening for feelings in others.

Session V. Destructive Behavior Needs to be Prevented or Stopped.

Goals: To learn how to prevent unwelcome behavior in self and

others. To learn how to stop unwelcome behavior in self and

others.
Session VI. Dealing with Behavior and Other Problems. Goals:

To learn to state and follow through a plan of action if un-

welcome behavior continues. To consider natural and logical con-

sequences rather than punishment. To experienceldemocratit

problem solvidg methods.

Session VII. Nurturing Parent Helps Clarify Values. Goals: To

understand Nurturing Parent and Critical Parent approaches to

values. T6 understand and experience values clarification methods.

Session VIII. Sexuality and Thtimacy. Goals: To help partici-

pants deal with their own sexuality. To enable participants to

help children feel comfortable with their sexuality. To introduce

valuable sources of materials for sex education of children, youth

and adults.

(1) To teach communication skills to parents. (2) To encourage

parents to have weekly family meetings with thdir children.

(3) To give parents information on social and moral reasoning

in children.

To reduce adolescent pregnancy and increase positive parenting

through education (Parentilt Ed. in public schools K-12) and

direct intervention education and services for pregnant adolescents.

The prevention of adolescent pregnancies and thereby decreasing the

incidence of developmental disabilities to, infants born of these

pregnancies.

02811 82.

02911 83.

03011 84.
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Code t Comment

03111 85. Teach the importance of high self esteem for botb parents and
children. More effective ways of communicating with children

end discipline to enhance self esteem.

03221 86. The goal of The Family Tree is to provide a positive and
informed approach to parenting, offering ideas, techniques,
and inf ation to area parents and others responsible for

child are.

03321 87. Understanding child development. Guidance-behavior management,

_03421 88. Human Relations Courses: Prevention - Education
Psychotherapy/Counseling: Evaluation/Crisis Intervention/Remedial

03521 89. Please refer to question #4. (#4) Title XX eligibles, elderly,

. day care, child abuse/neglect, handicapped, foster care,
-adoption.

03621 90. (From "Community Services Courses" pamphlet) The goals of the

American Red Cross Community Services courses are to promote
individual well-being, to save human lives, and to prevent or

reduce human suffering....

03721 91. The Parent Child Development Center Project has the primary goal
of providing a variety-of supportive system. for families with
very young children.

03921 92. See enclosure. (No stated gdals in enclosure)

04021 93. Health education and nutritional counseling

04121 94. (From brochure) Objective: . Th6Model Preschool Program for a
home approach to early childhood education is an innovative
program established to study the effects of parent, child, home

and trainer interaction in the development of the exceptional

child. . The intended performance objectives are to demonstrate
the organization, development and implementation of an early
education program within the home that enables children who have
developmental deficits to function successfully in .school programs.

04221 95. Provides supplementary services to be coordinated with founda-
tion programs' for children of migrant workers. An emphasis is

placed on training PAC personnel.

04321 96. Promoted primary prevention in the area of family - provide
places for parents to get help in the community and educate the
.community to the fact that every parent sometimes need help and
parental functioning can be enhanced.
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Item 9,. Continued.

Code Comment

04421 97. Parenting in general - nutrition, drug and substance abuse - public

education, problems and solutions - teenage pregnancy.

04521 98. Help parents develop competence and confidence in their roles;

Reduce potential for neglect/abuse; Provide sgpport and relieve

,sense of isolation in new parents.

04721 99. This is one program under a total state program.

04821
!,99.

(1) Drug information for parents. (2) Communication skills for

parents - pre teen-teen in area of substance or chemical aware-

ness and use.

04921 101. - To communicate better thru learning comm. skills

- To appreciate themselves more, as persons

- To

/develop

a practical, Christian spirituality

05021 102. See enclosures (Nothing enclosed)

05121 103. 1. To help parents learn to help themselves. 2. To educes

parents to help teach their children at home.

05231 104. 1),Adequate dental and medical services for the children in the

remainder of their infant and pre-school years. 2) Systematic

Cognitive Stimulations for pre-schoblers. 3) Exposure to social

learning situations through Social Action Activities.

05331 105. Our day care program is not primarily a parent education program,

however we do provide parent education on a regular basis. The

goal is to prepare parents to assist in the learning processes

of their own children.

05431 106. Cases will be offered in "Coping withyids." Through parent

eetings parents will be more aware of childs developmental age

--and the program planned for him/her. Parent meetings will

include discipline, dev. etc. Parents will volunteer in center.

18342 107. Current brochures are at the printena, copies available on request

in Fall '80. Basic goals are to increase awareness of family

relationships and strengthen communication within the family. We

intent to develop a discussion base among family members so that

problem solving can be accomplished within the family unit.
Effectiveness courses (Parent, Youth ET Women, Teacher) are

primarily skill base oriented around communication skills. Other*

programs goals are designed to meet the existing need ie - increase

information on sexuality or child development; develop ability to

reduce stress etc!

18462 108. Develop health relationships throughp!ctive communications.

-
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Code Comment

18562 109. 1) To teach communication skills to parents. 2) To establish

good relationships between parents and children. 3) To40evelop

a positive self image in children. 4) To enable individual to

get their needs met
.

18662 110. To train parents in communication skills., Course includes
Active Listening; composing and sending "I" messages (stating
clearly one's concerns and feelings about problems affecting
him); and methods of conflict resolution.

18712 111. Teaching parents of MR-DD children to control and teach their

children at home.

18812 112. To increase communication skills and improve behaviors of

clients. The major goal is to genqolize communication skills
from the classroom to the home eneFonment.

19012 113. I work with a YMCA program - all our programs deal with strengthening

the values of participants. We also have programs to strengthen
family ties - we have no formal Parent Training classes as such.
All programs work toward YMCA goals--

19152 114. PET focuses on communication skills, problem-solving methods,
'goal setting

19242 115. 1. To develop better communication skills. 2. To develop better

ways of managing children's behavior. 3. To develop better

relationships between parent and child.

19432 116. To improve relationships between parent and school and parent and

child. To encourage home learning.

19522 117. Parent edgation - individual counseling - family-marital
counseling - group counseling primarily adolescents. Crisis help.

GED,alternative school

19612 118. Harmonious parent/child relationships.

19722 119. To help provide parents and children with the necessary skills
whereby more intimate relationships can be fostered providing for
the greatest possible growth to all involved.

19922 120. Proyiding parts with alternatives to punishment and with
information on child development and communication skills.

20052 121. 1. Improve communication skills. 2. Offer alternative skills.
3. Provide a "sharing" atmosphere to enhance participants experience.
4. Educate participants to all of our agencies programs.
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Item 9, Continued.

Code

20142 122. Awarenessiof what wk.are-4(Am and how ,tio reinforce or remove

some of our actions. Active Listening "I" messages and

value collisions.

Comment

20242 123. Improve family relations, communication. Decrease behaviors

that lead to alcohol andigrug abuse, child abuse,nivorce'and

juvenile delinquency.

101"
13161 124. To provide awareness abdyt services and diagnostic assistance

in particular problems.

:7 12461 . 125. I. To provide opportunities for Tarrant County residents to

acquire the attitudes, knowledge and skills necessary to per-

form the role and functions of rents. II. Toeprovide re-

socializationtexperiences f abusive and neglectful parents.

III. To prevent child abu e through education and reeducation

of parents. IV. To provide opportunities for collaboraiion of
professional and volunteer workers in preventing child abuse. t

00211 126. Increase the number of homes equipped with the skills and

knowledge to deal effectively with the many needs of foster

children. Increase the number of agency staff that are
equipped with the knowledge and skills essential in assisting
.foster parents, foster children and biological parents. Develop,

a variety of substitute care placements equipped to deal with the

special, specific needs of particular children, and assure

appropriate placements. Reduce the number of disrupted placements

due to foster parents', inability to deal effectively with the

problems and behaviors of foster children. Gi'e foster parents

some basic information about foster care including agency

policies, roles and responsibilities of both foster parents and

workers. Sensitize foster parents tokthe kinds of situations,
feelings, and reactions that are apt to occur with foster children

r and their own families. Establish a "team approach" between

service specialists and foster parents, resulting in increased

empathy, communication and a more efficient working relationship.

stablish a more effective home study process. Develop greater

s if awareness on the part of the foster pal-ents: awareness of

their own strengths, limitations, emotions, and personality
,

-characteristics. Affect, behavior so that foster parents will
better fulfill the function of their role and will feel cam-

fontable in that role. Establish group identification with .1

other.foster parents who can be supportive and understanding

.4and can work together to improve substitute care. Stimulate the

desire.fOr farther learning in both foster parents and agency

personndl. Train foster parents td participate in case planning,

aiding Permanency Planning and moving children out of foster care

more efficiently. Develop opportunities to update foster parents

on the changing nature of foster care. Give foster parents

opportunities to learn_about thd specific needs of children in their

home. Give foster parents continued retnforcement for previous
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titera 9,. Continued.

Code Comment
4

education. Develop a system for rewarding those foster parents who
go the extra mile by fostering children with specific needs, who
require more skills and training than the average child.

00411 127. The overall goal of Headstart is to bring about a greater degree

4pf social competence in disadvantaged children. Headstart is a

comprehensive child development program.

00711 128. Attachment. Nothing attached)

00811 129. Self-sufficiency for parents/adequate physical and emotions4
environment for child.

00911 130. To help 1st time student families better cope with the new

situations that'arise with a child. To offer visual aq0
verbal knowledge of the many ways parents may deal 'with
family-child related problems and enrichment.

01011 131. We use STEP Program.
o

.01211 132. The parent meetings of our program are developed around the
needs and interests of parents as well as to increase their
work skills.and communication skills. This improvement in

the parent's life Is seen as a way to improve the'student's
life, style and achievement. .*

01311 133. (1) To enable parents to become better educated so they help
.themselves and their,children better. (2) To bring about better

interpersonal relationships:

01411 134. We do "one-time" parenting presentations for high school students,*

P.T.A., in-service for teachers, etc. in connection with the
parenting series "Footsteps" which our station airs. I also do

workshops for Jr. high on self-concept and values;.

20421 135. At each health` unit located in each parish of the state we hold
child heath clinics, maternit? clinics, family planning clinics

and etc. At all we give as much education in reference to -that
particular clinic setting as possible.

13061 136. . TQ provide parents with the training and information needed to
wort Teconjunction lith the school's Title I reading program.
. To provide parents with physical support,

e2361 '137: See attachment. (No stated goal)

1176Y 138. Brechu'e attached. (No stated goal)

10861 139. 1) Increase parents knowledge of child development. 2) Improve

p rents and childrens ability to communicate-

) 08451 140. S e attached pages-(No stated goal)
4
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Item 9, Continued.

Code Comment

08751 141.

08351 142.

07341 14.

06531 144.

04621 145.

01811 146.

01711 147.

00611 148.

08651 149.

08851 150.

09051 151.

0

(From attachment) The business of the Skillmfor Living program

is: To provide informational programs and learning opportunities

in a group setting to strengthen individuals and families so that

they may deal more effectively with individual, family and social

change.

To reach busy young families with a meaningful state-wide thrust

-project - The family and TV. Increase awareness of coop

extension service.

1. To provide family planning services to all interested persons.

2. To promote family planning in community.

Goals for each class are determined by the professional person

teaching the class.

1. To provide parenting skills to parents to bettgr assist the

child in total development. 2. To improve theeierall educa-

tion program by assisting parents, teachers and counselors in

providing the best developmental atmosphere for children.

Consult, coordinate, and counsel with primary age students, school

staff, and parents to promote the healthy social, emotional, and

educational adjustment to school.

She attached brochures. Goals of Program: To strengthen families.

To prevent crisis. To promote healthy relationships.

Adolescent sexuality - communi ations between adolescents and

parents - pressures, anatomy an' hysiology, availability of

B/C.

Attached Itio stated goal)
41,

Skill training, support

Interpersonal Relationship Skills increase. Time.maagement skills

increase. Problem Identification and solving techniques to increase

understanding, acceptance, and tolerance within individuals or

groups. Listening skills to increase understanding,

2. To provide.E.T. for our Extended Family foster parents.

09251. 53. I instruct parent how to use educational toys. I teach parents

how to teach their children.\ I show them the value of play as a

learning experience.

09351 154. To provide educational, informational, discusfion format designed

to increase awareness of current problems. To encourage the thought

that libraries can provide a multi diverse role beyond books.
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Item 9 Continued.

Code . CoMment'

09551 155. A need for parent volunteers in teaching. Teachers and parents

working together with the child.

09651 . 156. To help families and children adjust to society.. Through center

based programs and parent training.

0985] 157. Our center evaluates children with multi handicaps, school
problems, behavjot problems, emotional problems. Treatment

is usually referred out when local resources are available.
We do a limited amount of tratmerit, usually short-term.

09951 158. 1. To educate parents in parenting skills, 2. Behavior change
techniques, 3. Esteem-Building and peer pressure dynamics.

10051 159. In addition, to the pamphlet, parent groups are held on a
regular basis in the form of support groups and educational
groups-, teaching behavior management techniques and social*
skills,regarding severely handicapped children. (From the

pamphletni,E.P.'s purpose is... 1. To find and identify infants
and youne6ildren with conditions which might affect their school
performances -2: To screen, assess, and provide needed services
to infants, preschool children, and children cho are unable to

attend the public schools. 3. To compile and discuss informa-
tion with parents to provide the best program for each individual

child. 1. To maintain developmental data to help in appropriate

placemeirtupop,entering school. 5. To provide parents with lists

of community resources.

10151 160. Pamphlet enclosed. (From pamphlet)...to strengthen the ability
'of a disadvantaged child to cope with school and the child's

total envirnoment....
4

10251 161. To help parents increase knowledge and skills it t parenting.

To help parents build self-esteem in their children.

To be .a resource foriparents.to support them in the difficult
job of effective child rearing..

10351 162. 1) Avert family breakdown; 2) sensitize parents to need for
acquiring skills; 3) provide peer support; 4) suggest and teach
new coping skills - enlarge choices; 5) help all family members

get needs met.

10464 163. The prevention of child abuse. Objectives include: to improve
self esteem, communication skills, to gain a feeling of belonging -
stop isolation patterns, to gain Rarenting skills, knowledge of

problem solving, and to provide an atmosphere where new knowledge
and skills can be tried and rehearsed. We offer Parent Anonymout

4 self-help gripups'and classes in parenting educ.

10551 164. See attached copy.. (From copy) Major goals include fostering
positive parent-child relationships, enriching the environment
and increasing the quality of life for children.
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Item 9, Continued.

Code 4 Comment

10661 165. (Sq, attached) (Erom attachment) 'General Coui.se Objectives:

1. Student will be able to define the term behavior and the term

misbehavior. 2. Student will learn how the child's.family in-

fluences behavior. 3. Student will learn how emotions can effect

the behavior of children both positively and negatively.
4. Student will learn about the fallacy of the "good, parent"

and other mistaken concepts. 5. Student will acquire at least

three effective communication techniques. 6. Student will learn

the co pt of problem ownership. 7. Student will learn the four

basi is of children's misbehavior. 8. Student will obtain

the basic ingredients for building positive relationships. 9. Student

will learn the techniques to use for becoming a responsible parent.

10. Student will obtain skills for conducting a family meeting. "

11. Student will learn the "games children play" and how to deal .

with them effectively. 12. Student will obtain the skills for

implementing natural and logical consequences.

10761 166. Support for the family. Education for parents, for birth, for

parenthood.

10961 167. Refer to attached information. (From attachment) Goal: To

promote healthy family development by providing parents with the

knowledge, skill and attitude necessary to "recognize, maintain

and improve their children's environment in order to optimally

fulfill their physiological and psychological needs.

11061 168. See information booklet. (Nothing attached)

1161 169. 1.) To familiarize the parent with the basic social, emotional,

and cognitive needs of young children as well as practical ways

in which these needs can be met through the family. 2.) To

provide assistance, information, and support to parents .for the

pupose of alleviating problems and obstacles that may impede

improvement of effective parenting skills. The pArent's ten-

sion producing problems must be relieved to promote effective

parenting and prevent child abuse and, neglect.

11261 170. Texas families acquire information about and develop skills in

parenting and child development.

11361 171. To provide clients with. information in order that they can make

informed decisions about their awn and their children's health

behaviors.

11561 172. Attached (No stated goal).

11661 173. See attached brochure (No stated goal)

11861 174. 1. Provide maximum early childhood and family development program

for 172 children and their families. Some children.are enrolled

in child development center and some are enrolled in a home based

education setting.
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Item 9,r Continued.

4) y

Code Comment

11961 175. See pamphlet (Nothing attached)

12061 176. To give parents in rural areas a better understanding of the
needs and ways to achieve better child_ development.

.6,

4 Ir

4

I)

..

r

te

1

.....M.1.



c'

k

7 -

91

.

r

i
...mom.

0 I.

)

AREA FOCUS THREE

TABLES 8-63

Is

-r"

333

*

.

v

t

7,

b*,

V



4 0.

it

1. By Family.Types

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

h. Teenage parents
a. Single-parents, divorced
b.. Single parents, never married
e. Parents of-han4icAppid
d. Stepparents
f. °Foster parents )

g.' Adoptive parents
i. Other

TABLE 8

Profile of PEPs in Arkansas:
Description of Participants

(n= 35)

'2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working 39.68

b. One parent working, one at hod* 38.41.

c. Single parent, working 27.25

d. Single parent, not working 22.48

e. Neither parent working 11.52

f. One parent with two jobs 3,90

Mean Percentage

48.44
31.80
30.08
24.13
23.11

22.33
18.27
6.81
1.14

3. By Racial Drops

e. White
c. Black

d. Mexican American
d. Asian,

a. American Indian
f. Other

4. By income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less)
d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

of Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

a. tipper (over $40,000)
e.

334

65.00
34,66
7.16i
1.60
1.00
.94

50.56

(
29.05
27.65
14.56
6.36

1



TABLE 9

Profile o f t ris in Louisiana:

Descriptiolf of Participants

(n =,31)

i. By Family Types Mean Percentage

..,

c. Intact parents, lstmarriage %LH
h. Teenage parents 26.62

a. Single parents, divorced 22.46

f. Foster parents 17.77

d. Stepparents - - 16.39

b. Single parents, never married 1I187

e. Parents of handicapped 11.46 J)

g. Adoptive palnts 10.00
^.

i. Other .32

2. By Employment Patterns
4111.

a. Two parents working 43.96

(one parent working, one at hpme 43.67

c. Single parent, working 24.29

f. One parent with two Jobs 15.28

d. Single parent, not working 12.40

e. Neither parent working. - 4.06

3. By Racial Groups

e.. Whi-te 67.78

c. Black 27.22

d. `Mexican American 12.71

a. /American Indian 1.90

b. Asian
f. Other

1.75
.03

4. Br Income Levels*

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

e. Low ($Y0,000 or less)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

a. Upper (over $40,000)

335
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41.41
'29.69

28.44
17.18
9.13
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TABLE 10

Profile rof PEPs in Mississippi:
Description of Participants

(n = 24)

1.. By Eamjly Type;

c. Intact parents, 1st markage
b.- Single parents, never married
a. Single parents, divorced
h. Teenage parents
f. Foster parents
1. Stepparents
g. Adoptie parents
e. Parents of handicapped
i. Other

2. By Employment Patterns'

c. Single parent, working

a. Two parent, working
b. One parent working, one at home

d. Single parent, not working

f. One parent with two jobs

e. Neither parent working

3. By Racial Groups

c.

e.

d.

a.

b.

f.

Black
White
Mexican American
$merican Indiarr
Asian
Other

4. By Income Levels

e.

d.

c.

b.

a.

Low ($10,000 or less)
Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)
Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)
Upper middle ($10,004 - $39,)O0)
Upper (over 140,000)

k

3;u)(,)1",

I

Mean Percentage

37.56

33.20
29.75
28.68
22.00
20.94
15.77
15.57

5.00

41.94
41.22
36.00
29.00
22.75
20.25

59.57
43.12
13.70
12.00

1.00
.o4

70.00
29.41

28.10
7.60

2.50



TABLE 1/

Profile of I,PEPs n'New Mexico:
Description of Participants

ok
(n 20)

1. By Family Types

c. Intact parents, 1s1 marriage

a. Single parents, divorced
h. Teenage parents
d. Stepparents
f. Foster parents
e. Parents of handicapp
b. Single parents, n r married

g. Adoptive pare

t. Other

2. nt Patterns

Two parents working
b. One parent working, one at home

c. Single parent, working

\d. Single parent', not working

f. One parent with two jobs
e#: Neither Went working

4
4

3. By Racial Groups

e. White
d. Mexican American
a. American Indian
c. Black
b. Asian

f. Other
,

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or lesi)

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)
b. clipper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

- a. Upper (over $40,000)

/637

Mean Percentage

45.94 .

25.47
20.50
15.53

12.33
11.25
9.87

8.75

-1/
6.00

43.13

38.75
30.12
10.54
6.69
5.67

.

6 F.
A I

57.56
41.33

A......._.../
14.46
5.70

1
1.00

/
.00

55.39
38.00
34.33
13.67

3.25



TABLE 12

Profilb of :PEPS -in Oklahoma:

Description of Participants

(n 33)

1.

I

By Family Types Mean Percentage

c. Intact parents, .1st marriage .

a. -Single_parents,'divorced
e. Parents bf handicapped
d. Stepparents
f. Foster parents
h. Teena4 parents

55.21

27.89
26:14-

22.56
11.77
11.32

1.- Othert- 10.70

g. Adoptive parents 9.90

2. -By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working '43.33

b. One parent working, one at bane 40.71

c. Single parent, working 22.08

e. Neither parent working 8.88

d. Single parent, not working 7.26

f. One parent with NO jobs 5.61

3. By Racial Groups'

e. white 74.64

d. Mexican American 15.26

c. Black 13.31,

a. American Indian 12.46 ,

1). Asian 5.63

f. Other .91

4. By Income Levels

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 38.90

e. Low ($10,000 pr less) , 35.10

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) 18.54

b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 19.16

a. Upper (over $40,000) 9.19
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1. By Family Types

TABLE.13.

.Profile of PEPs in Texas:

Description of-Participants

(n a_66) Ai

Mean Percentage

c. -,Intact parents, 1st marriage 48.75

a. Single parents, divorced 29.19

. e. Parents of handicapped
,

. .

" 21,.46

d. Stepparents s 18.80

b. Siugle_parents, never married 17.66

h. Teenage parents .
14.91

g.. Adoptive parents 7.32

f. Foster parents . 6.98

i. Other 2.80

2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working 38.14

b. One parent working, one at home P 34.52

c. Single parent, working 26.84

d. Single parent, not working 19.85

e. Neither parent working 11.11

f. One parent with two jobs 8.97

11., 3. By Racial Grows
t

41
e. White 51.25

d. Mexican American 30.50

c. Black 28.47

b. Asian 1.41

a. American Indian 1.00

f. Other .38

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less)

c. Middl el$20,000 7429,000)
d. Lower middle 010400 - $19,000)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

a. Upper (oier $40,000)

339

52.33

32.32
28.53
12.46

9.62
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TABLE 14

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

as
in 'Arkansas PEPS

(n m 35)

Family Types Mean*

p. Parents of preschool-age children

o. Parents of school-age children 2.48

h.. Working mothers 2.33

1.- Families with both parents working 2.13

n. First-time parents 2.03

1. Teenage parents 2.03

f. Divorced parents 2.00

d. Single mothers 1.93

e. Separated parents 1.87

m. Parents of adolescents 1.84

k.= Foster parents 1.71

g. Extended families (e.g. , grandmother living with family) 1.66

q. Surrogate parent families
. 1.48

/14; / 1.30j. Parents dopt

*
b. Single father4swith custody 1.16

. a. Stepparents 1.00

c. Single fathers, without custody 1.00
004

*Stale: Low. 0 1 2 3 4igh; 0 not a planned activity, never

dealt with; 1 unplanned activity, dealt with informally if it canes up;

2 . unplanned, ongoing self-help groups; 3 plapned activity for one time /

only; 4 = planned series of activities.
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1 TABLE 15

0

yr,

1.1

Rank Oeder of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

in Louisiana pEPs

'

Family Types .

o. 'Parents of school-age children

. Parents of preschoOl-age children

m. Parents oradolescents

n. m.First -time parents

h. Working mothers.

i. Families with both parenstroarking

f. \Divorced parents

.

e. Separated parents

d. Single mothers

k. Foster parents

1. Teenage parents

j. Parents who adopt

a. Stepparents

g. Extended families

q. Surrogate parent families

b. Single fathers, with custody

c. Single fathers, withOtit custody
eft, la

lir
0Scale; Low 0 1 2 3 4 High -'

31)

311

Sr

Meant

2.97

Z.86

2.38

42.29

2.04

1.62

1.57

1.57

1.55

1.55

1.48

1.36

1.21

1.12

1.04

1.00

.83



-4

, TABLE 16
A,

Rank Order of Family Typis Whose Issues are Most 'Commonly Addressed
in 'Mississippi PEPS'

f .(n . 24)

Family Types -) Mean*

p. Parents bf preschool-age children 3.00

h. Working mothers 2.63

i. Families With both parents working 2.52

d. Single mothers 2.20

o. Parents of school -age children 2.17

n. First-time parents 2.1,3

. parents 1.96

g. Ex ended families (e.g., grandmother livihg with family) 1.96

e. Separated pars 1.83

f. Divorced parents 1.80

k. Foster parents 1.50

m. Parents of adolescents 1.29

J . Parents who adopt. A 1.26

b. Single fathers, with custody 1.17

a. Stepparents 1.09

Single fathers, without custody 1 1,04

q, Surrogate parent families .96

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

31



TABLE 17

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

in New Mexico PEPs

45.

(n = 20)

Family Types Mean*

p. Parents of preschool-age children 2.75

o. Parents of school-age children 2.65

h. Working mothers - 2.58

m. Parents of adolescents 2.58

i. Families with both parents working 2.47

d. Single mothers 2.35

f. Divorced parents 2.11

e. Separated parents 2.00

n. First-time parents 1.90

a. Stepparents 1.84

g. Extended families (e.g., grandmother living with family) 1.53

j, Parents who adopt 1.47

1. Teenage parents 1.47

k. Foster parents .
1.26

b. Single fathers, with custody 1.16

c. Single fathers, without _custody 1.00

q. Surrogate parent families .95

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

343



TABLE 18

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issuer:re Most Commonly Addressed

f

tt in Oklahoma PEPS
'V

(n = 33)

Family Types Mean*

p. Parents of preschool-age children 3.31

o.' Parents of school-age children 3.00

M. Parents of adolescents 2.65

n. First-time parents 2.19

- f. Divorced parents 2.17

1. Working mothers 2:10

j.,

d.

Families with both parents working

Single mothers

2.10

1.97

e. Separated parents 1.87

g. Extended families 1.70

J. Parents who adopt 1.68

e. Teenage parents 1.67

b. Single fathers with custody 1.58.;

a. Stepparents 1.57

k. Foster parents r.57

c. Single fathers, without custody 1.33

q. Surrogate parent families 1.00

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 °,11igh

4.
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TABLE 19

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

in Texas PEPs

(N 66)

Family Types

p. Parents of preschool -age children

o. Parents of school-age children

h. Working mothers

d. Single mothers

i. Families with both parents working

n. First -time parents

f. Divorced 40,10ts

m. Parents of adolescents

e. Separated parents

1. Teenage 4 ents

m. Extended;milies

j. Parents who adopt

k. Foster parents

Mean*

3.09

2.70

2.30

2.19

2.13

1.96

1.80

1.80

1.64

1.59

1.38

1.17

1.17

a. Stepparents d 1.13

b. Single fathers, with custody 1.08

q. Surrogate parent families .92

c. Single fathers, without custody .91

*Scale: Low, 0 1 2 3 4 High
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!TABLE 20

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon
by Arkansas PEP Activities

(n a 35)

Topics

Communication ski I Is

Sel f-concept and personality of ,chil dren

Di§c1511ne in general

Parent -chil d home a'ctivi tilt

Behavior.management
17-

Nutrition and foods

Intellectual development

Peer influence on chil dren

Sexual role identification

Sibling rival ry

Routine heal th care

Parenting of handicapped children

Chil dren's learning disabilities

Wi fe/husband confl i4j
Sex education'

Family advocacy

Family planning

Effects of television on children

Ham `managtiment.

Hyperactive chil dren

Bilingual education
*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3

activity, never deal t wt th; 1
if it comes up; 2 unplanned,
activity for one time only; 4

Mean*

3.38'

3.21

3.12

3.03

2.97

2.59

2.55

2.50

2.46

2.38

2.36

1.94

1.84

1.81

1.70

1.55

1.55

1.45

1.43

1.42

.42
4 High; 0 2 not a planned program
unplanned activity, deal t th informal ly

ongoing self -help groups; 3 s planned
pl anneds Itui es of activities.



TABLE 21

_Rank Orderto.f Topics Most Focused Upon.
by Louisiana PEP Activities

in . 31)

Topictf
Mean*

Communfca on skills

Discipline in general 3.00

Behavior management . 2.97

Selfozcept and personality of children 2.87

Intellectual development

Peer tnfluence on.chiAreq

Parentchild home activities

Sibling rivalry

Nutrition and foods

Routine health care 1.63

Parenting of handicapped children 1.59

Effects of evision on children 1.56

Wife/husband conflicts 1.48

Childrenislearning disabilities 1.43

Sexual role identification
1.26

Home management
1.24

Hyperactive children
1.24

Sex education
1.14

Family planning (e.g., birth control)
.76

Family advocacy (active participation In political

matters concerning the family)

2.17

2.11

2.10

1.90

1.67 %

40.

.70

Bilingual education
.32

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

317
I b.



4

d 4

4,

i
TABLE 22

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon
by Mississippi PEP Activities

,..

(n * 24)

Topics

...,

Mean*

Parent-child home activitie 3.42

Communication skills . 3.29

Discipline in general
t.

3.29

Behavior management 3.29

Intellectual development 3.26

Self-concept and personalitty, of children 3.04

4411

Routine health care 2.63

Nutrition and fopds g 2.63

taChil n's learning disabilities

Home nagement

2.38

2.26

Peer influence on children
0 .

2.25

Family planning 2.21

Sexual role identification 2.21

Sibling rivalry
) 2.18 r

Sex education 2.13

If

Wi fe/htisb and conflicts 2.04

Effects of television on children 1.96

Family. advocacy 1.83

Hyperactive chlldrerr 1.15

Parenting of handicapped children 1.67

,
Bilingual education .92

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3, 4 High 313

:le
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TABLE 23

.

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon
by New Mexico PEP Activities

Mean*

Communication skills 3.10

-Self-concept and personality of children 3.10

Discipline in general 3.05

Behavior management 3.05

Parent-child home activities, 2.84

Sibling rival Ty 2.55

....Peer influence on children 2.42

Wife/husband conflicts 2.16

Intellectual development 1.90

Home management 1.79

Sex education 1.68

Routine health care 1.68

Parenting of handicapped children 1.68

Nutrition and foods 1.53

Hyperactive children 1.53

Sexual* role identification 1.47

Children's learning disabilities 1.21

Family advocacy 1.16

Family planning 1.11

Bilingual education 1.00

Effects of television on children 1.00

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

31j
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TABLE 24

Rai* Order of Topics Most Focused Upon
. by Oklahoma PEP Activities

(n = 33)

Topics Mean*

Self - concept and personal i te of children 3.50

Discipline in general - 3.29
_ .

Communication skills 3.21

Parent -child home activities . I 3.10
,r

Behavior management 3.09

Sibling rivalry - 2.70

Peer influence on children 2.57

Intellectual development 2.33

Wife/husband conflicts 2.33

, ,
Nutrition and foods , 2.16

Sexual role ideatfication 2.07

Parenting of handicapped children 2.03

Children's learning disabilities 2.00
1,

...

Hyperactive children 1.90

Routine heal th care 1.87

Home management 1.81

Sex education 1.70

Family advocacy 1.52

Effects of television on children 1.33

Family planning 1.10

Bilingual education .47

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High
35o



TABLE 25

.Rank Order ofAVIcs st Focused Upon

by Texas PEP tivities

(n 66)

Topics

Discipline in general

Behavior, management

Ccomunibation skills

am,

Self-concept and'personality of children

Parent-child home activities

Intellectual development

Peer influence on children

Nutrition and foods

Routine health care

Sibling rivalry

Children's learning disabilities

Nome management

Parenting of handicapped children

Hyperactive children

Sexual role identification

Wife/husband conflicts

Effects of television on children

Sex education

Bilingual education

Family planning

Family advocacy

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

35i

11,an*

3.57

3.45

3.35

3.27

3.15

2.71

2.37

2.33

2.28

2.13

2.00

1.90

1.89

1.86

1.79

A
1.64

1.63

1.52

J.27

1.27

1.12



1.1..mrennrirer.e.

TABLE 26

Profile of Independent PEPS in the Region:
Description of Participants

1

1.

(n =60)

.By Family Types . Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage
h. Teenage parents

50.02
24.96

a. Single parerits, divorced 14.02

b. Single parents,. never married 21.07

d. Stepparents .18.22

Parents of handicapped 15.40

f. Foster parents 14.88

g.. Adoptive parents 7.54

i. Other 4.87

11'

2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working 40.94

b. One parent-working, one at home 37.30

c. Single parent working 29.53

d. Single parent, not working 19.14

e. Neither parent working 10.00

f. One parent with two job 6.61

3. By Racial Groups

e. White- 61.23

c. Black 31.33

d. Mexican American 22.26

a. American Indian 4.59

b. Asian 1.68

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less) 48.80

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 34.33

c. MiddleA$0,000.- $29,000) 33.8.5

cl b. Upper middle ($30,000.- $39,000) 15.29

a. Upper.(over $49,000) 4P0.7

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 -20 10 1



TABLE 27 .

lk

Profile of PEPs in the Region who are Part of a Larger Organization:

Description of Participants

(n = 129)

1. By Family Tres Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

a. Single parents, divorced

e. Parents of handicapped
Stepparents

hi--Teenage parents

46.78

28.99
21.87

19,77
19.38

b. Single parents, never married 19.13

f. Foster parents 14.00

g. Adoptive parents 9.33

i. Other 2.84

2. By Employment Patterns

38.99b. One parent working, one at home .

a. Two parents working 37.75

c. Single parent working 26.41

d. Single parent, not Working 19.94

f. One parent with two jobs . 11.17

e. Neither parent working 10.30

3. By Racial Groups

56.74
e. White

c. Black 32.01

d. Mexican American 23.37

a. American Indian 8.85

b. Asian 2.78

f. Other .29

4. By Income Levels

50.00e. Low ($10,000 or less)

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) 32.59

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 29.95

b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 14.00

a. Apper (over $40,000) 9.59

.

*Percent Scale: 100 90 '80 '7O 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

353



TABLE 28
. t,

Profile of PEPs in the Region which are Part of an,Informal Organization:

Description of Participants

(n m 32)

By Family types Mean Perc.

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

a. Single parents, divorced

h. Teenage parents
d. Stepparents

f. Foster ,parents

g. Adoptive parents

b. Single parents, never'married

e. Parents of handicapped

i. Other

63.70
25.74
19.68

18.75
12.00
11.43

11.13

11.11
1.28

2. By Employment Patterns ..

b. One parent working, one at home 44.27`

a. Two parents working

c. Single parent working

43.89
26.42 -..........._......../

d. Single parent, not working 13.79

f. One parent with two jobs 11.00

e. Neither parent working 6.08

3. By Racial Groups

e. White 73.93

c. Black .

20,32

d. Mexican American 4. 19.50

a. American Indian 1.64

b. Asian 1.00

f, Other .06

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less) 42.15

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 42.15

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) 34.67

b. Upper middle ($81000 - $39,000) 18.56

a. Upper (over $40,000) 5.23

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

43 :1; 4



TABLE 29

Profile of PEPs in the Region Having Mostly Federal Funding:
Description of Participants,

1.

- (n = 86)

By Family Types Mean Percentage*

C. 'Intact parents, 1st wriage 41.73

a. Single parents, divoreed 28.94

e. Parents of handicapped 24.56

b. Single parents, never married '22.1
h. Teenage parents 21.77

d. Stepparents 18.11

f. Foster parents

g. Adoptive parents

14.97
8.26

i. Other 4.93

2. By Employmelt Patterns

a. Two parents working 37.19

b. One parent working one at home 37.17

c. Single parent working 14k 31.54

d. Single parent, not working 19.71

e. Neither parent working 13.32

,r
One parent with two jobs 8.85

3. By Racial Groups

e. White 44.79

c. Black 38.16

d. Mexican American 31.71

a. American Indian L0.21

b. Asian 2.48

f. Other .52

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less) 62.87

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 30.39

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29, 000) 19.78

b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

a. Upper (over $40,000)
f

7.97

4.17

^Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

3 5 5
6

lbr



TABLE 30.

Profile of PEPs in the Region with Mostly Local/Community Funding:
Description of Participants

(n = 66)

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

a. Single parents, divorced

d. Stepparents, k

h. Teenage parents

b. Single parents, never married

e. Parents of handicapped

f. Foster parents ,

g. Adoptive parents

1. Other . \,..

, ,

,

50.79
29.57
22.10
21.52
21.07
14.33
12.76
9.12

2.15

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one at home 34.62

a. Two parents working 27.04

c. Single parent working 27.04

d. Single parent, not working 20.59

e. Neither parent working 11.67

f.. One parent with two Jobs 10.48

3. ' By Racial Groups

e. White 60.90

c. Black, 28.73

d. Mexican American 15.33

a. Amerfcan Indian 7.5d

b. Asian 1.82

f. Other. .16

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less)
c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

b. Upper middle 430.000.- 439,000).
a. Upper (over $40,000) 9"" i

'M

1.1Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20

39.94
32.57
31.75,
14.94
6.57

10 1

33G



o TABLE 31

Profile of PEPs in the Region Mostly State Funded:

Description of Participants

= 66)

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage*

c. .Intact parents, 1st marriage 44.57

e. Parents of handicapped 25.58

a. Single .parents, divorced 24.60

b. Single parents never married 24.10'

h. Teenage parents 22.21

d. Stepparents 19.89.

f. Foster parents 19.14

g. Adoptive parents 9.23

i. Other 4.12

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one at home 39.15

a. Two parents working
c. Single parent, working

ti

36.72
24.69

d. Single'parent, not working 20.31

e. Neither parent working ,
10.08

f. One parent with two Jobs 8.38

3. By Racial Groups

e. White 56.13

c. Black 33.12

d. Mexican American 19.81

a. American Indian 2.72

b. Asian 1.50

f. Other .05

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less)
d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

45.37
32.64

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) 31.48

b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 11.77

a. Upper (over $40,000) 6.00

*Percent Scale: 100. 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

sa,

357
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TABLE 32

Profile of PEPS in the Region Mostly Dependent Upon Donations:
Description of Participants

= 26)

I. By Family Types

Intact parents, first marriage
a. Single parents, divorced
d. Stepparents

e. Parents of handicapped
h. Teenage parents
g. Adoptive parents
f. Foster parents
b. Single parents, never married

i. Other

2. By Employment Patterns

Mean Percentage*

58.57
30.17
22.13

18.77
14.15
11.27

10.00
6.60

3.92

a. Two parenti working 45.76

b. One parent working, one at home 36.55

c. Single parent working .
29.70

d. Single went not working 13.56

f. One parent with two jobs 11.65

e. Neither parent working 6.08

I'

3. By Racial Groups

e. White
c. Black
d. Mexican American
a. American Indian
b. Asian

f. Other

4: By Income Levels

63.33`
17.88
15.18
7.47
3.64
.54

ti

e. Low (less than $10,00)
d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

'a. Upper (over $40,000)

*Percent S'cale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30

.

Aik

20

35.25
31.00
26.33

12.50

9.25

10 1

35-3

1
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TABLE 33

Profile of PEPs in the Region with Funding Mostly from Client Fees:
Description of Participants

1. By Family Types

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

,a. Single parents, divorced

h. Teenage parents
d. Stepparents
g. Adoptive parents
f. Foster parents
e. Parents of handicapped

i. Other

b. Single parents, never married

2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents wanting

b. One parent working, one at home

c. Single parent, working
f. One parent with two Jobs

d. Single parent, not working

e. Neither parent working

3. By Racial Groups

e. White

d. Mexican American
c. Black

a. American Indian
b. Asian

f. Other

4. By Income Levels

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)

d._ Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

e. Low (less than $10,000)

b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)
a. Upper (over $40,000)

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60

MN

353

Mean Percentage*

61.80
27.68
19,93

19.82
10.70

9.68
9.23

7.11

4.29

46.83

4 40.03
22.87
7.22

4.71

3.71

80.26
19.03

13.63
5.42

1.64

1.00

42.97
33.72
23.71

21.13
13.14

50 40 30 20 10 1



TABLE 34

Profile of PEPS in the Region Associated with Public Schools:
Description of Participants

(n = 80)

1. By Family Types Mean PeiTentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

e. Parents of handicapped

a. Single parents, divorced
b. Stpgle parents, never married
h. Idenage parents
d. Stepparents

f. Foster parents
g. Adoptive parents
i. Other

2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working
b. One parent working, one at home

c. Single parent working
d. Single parent not working

e. Neither pareqt working
f. One parent with two jobs

3. By Racial Groups

itsWhite

. Mexican American
Black

a. American Indian
b. Asian

4. By Income L ei els

e. LoW(less than $10,000)
c. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000)
d. Lower middle ($10,000 to $19,000)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 to $39,000)

a. Upper (over $40,000)

48.78

25.81
25.49
19.61

19.17 --

18.72

8.67

7.44

44.22

35.55
25.45
17.56
12.21
8.42

49.15
36.25

27.34
2.63
1.56.

54.84

31.93

25.86
14.68

5.36

114..

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 2Q 10 1

3C



, TABLE 35

Profile of PEPs in the Region Associated with Social Service Agencies:

Description of Participants

(n = 70)

,l. By Family Types

50 40

"I

30

Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

a. Single parents, divorced

h. Teenage parents

b. Single parents, never married

d. Stepparents
e. Parents of handicapped

f. Foster parents

g. Adoptive parents

i. Other

2. By Employment Patterns

20

41.69
32.36
25.00
24.06
21.26
21.23
19.40

9.40
4.14

35.47
33.94
32.61

24.21
,,. 13.55

6.89

53.05
33.10
25.11
14.57
2.61
.60

54.55
31.96

29.15
10.87
7.10

10 1

a. Two parents working
c. Single parent, working
b. One parent working, one at home

d. Single parent, not working

e. Neither parent working

f. One parent with two jobs

3. By Racial Groups

e. White
c. Black

A. Mexican American
a. American Indian
b. Asian

f. Other

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less)

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)

c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)
a. Upper (over $40,000)

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60

361



,' TABLE 36

Profile of PEPS in the Region by Church/Religious Organization Affiliated:

Oescriptiori of Participants

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, 1st marriage

a. Single parents, divorced

h. Teenage parents
b., Single parents, never married
d. Stepparents
e. Parents of handicapped
f. 'Foster parents
g. Adoptive parents
i. Other

59.42

24.36
23.11
20.11
15.96

13.50
9.17
6.35

1.41

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one parent at h e 40.94

a. Two parents working 39.07

c. Single parent working 29.45

d. Single parent, not working 11.00

e. Neither parent working ,.
9.05

f. One parent with two jobs 7.05

3. By Racial Groups

e. White

c. Black
d. Mexican American
allifAmerican Indian

b. Asian

f. Other

at

4. By Income Levels

e. Low ($10,000 or less)
c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000)
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000)

a. Upper (over $40,000)

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50

3

r
.81

112.85

16.67

11.94
3.47.

.08

46.50
40.88 '

24.59
20.10
7.20

40 30 20 10 1



TABLE 37

profile of PEPs in the Region Associated with Private,
Profit-Making Groups: Description of Participants

1. By Family Types

c.' Intact parents, first marriage

a. Single parents, divorced
h. Teenage parents

d. Stepparents

f. Foster parents
g. Adoptive parents
.b, Single parents, never married

e. Parents of handicapped
i. Other

2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working
b. One parent working, one at home
c. Single parent working

d. Single parent not working
f. One arent with two jobs

e. Nett parent.zr,,ing

3. By Racial Groups

e. White

d. Mexican American

c. Black
a. American Indian
b. Asian

4. By Income Levels

c. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000)

d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000

e. Low (less than $10,000)

b. Upper Middle ($30,000 to $39,000)
a. Upper (over $40,000)

Mean Percentage*

57.30

27.47
19.94

19.94
14.07

11.94
10.97

9.55

6.33

46.80
37.68
27.08
9.64
7.04

6.85

78.78
17.42

17.10
4.20

1.64

43.47

33.68
32.60 j

24.12
12.85

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 JO 1

3C43



TABLE 38

Profile of PEPs in the Region Associated with Public
Non-Profit Groups: Description'of Participants

I. By Family Types
e

Mean Percentage*

c. Intact parents, first marriage

a. Single parents, divorced
b. Single parents, never married
h. Teenage parents

,----------

f. Foster parents
e. Parents of handicapped

d. Stepparents
g. Adoptive parents
1,- Other

51.17
25.11
23.00

22.07
18.27

17.44

17.31

9.85

3.91

2. By Employment Patterns

a. Two parents working 39.78

b. One parent working, one at home 33.00

c. Single parent not working 30.49

d. Single parent not working 25.19

f. One ,parent with two jobs 11.79

e. Neither parent working 9.76

3. By Racial Groups

e. White 53.55

c. Black . 32.23

d. Mexican American 21.03

a. American Indian 6.95

b; Asian 1.90

4. By Income Levels

e. Low (less than $10,000)
,. 53.94

d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000) 30.89

c. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000) 25.62

b. Upper Middle ($30,000 to $39,000) 11.96

a. Upper (over $40,000) 7.37

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

3 f;



TABLE 39

Profile of PEPs in the Region not Associated with Larger Organization
But Strictly Local Organization: Description of Participants

1. By Family.,Types

c.. Intact parents, first marriage

a. Single parents, divorced
h. Teenage parents
b. Single parents, never married

e. Parents of handicapped
d. Stepparents

f. 'Foster parents
\g. Adoptive parents
i. Other

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one at home

a. Two parents working
c.. Single parent working

d. Single parent not working

e. Neither parent working
f. One parent with two jobs

3. By Racial Groups

e. White

c. Black

d. Mexican American'

a. American Indian
b. Wan

4. By Income Levels

e. Low (less than $10,000)

c. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000)
d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000)

b. Upper Middle ($30,000 to $39,000)
a. Upper (over $40,000)

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60

365

50 40 30

Mean Percentage*

20

53.20
30.48
20.00
19.55
17.67

16.96
12.21

7.42

3.37

40.48
37.67
28.48
17.40
11.27

5.50

61.44
28.86
27.68
3.15

1.00

53.91
31.89

29.59
19.27
9.14

10 1
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TABLE 40

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

in Public School Associated PEPS

(n = 80)

Family Types Mean*

p. Parents of preschool-age children 2.82

o. Parents of school -age children 2.86

h. Working, mothers 2.31

i. Families with both parents working 2.27

n. First-time parents 2,01.

m. Parents of adolescents 1.99

f. Divoved parents 1.75

e. Separated parents 1.66

d. Single mothers 1.66

1 . Teenage parents 1.66

g. Extended families 4 1.57

k. Foster parents 1.33

J . Parents who ,adopt 1.31

q. Surrogate parent families' 1.25

a. Stepparents 1.09

b. Single fathers, with custody 1.09

c. Single lathers, without custody

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High; 0= not a planned program

activity, never dealt with; 1 = unplanned activity, dealt with informally

if it comes up; 2 = unplanned, ongoing self-help groups; 3 = planned

activity for one time only; 4 = planned, series of activities

3 f;



TABLE 41

Rank Order of Family TypesWhose Issues are Most Commonly
in Social Serving Agency Associated with

(n . 70).

Family Types .

Addressed
PEPs

Mean*

p. Parents of preschool-age children 3.06

h. Working mothers 2.83

o. Parents of school-age children 2.68

I. Families with both parents working

d. Single mothers 2.47

f. Divorced parents 2.19

1. teenage parents 2.14

n. First-time parents
R.

2,02

e. Separated parents . 2.02

g. Extended families 2.00

m. PareRts of adolescents 2.00

k. Foster parents 1.85

j. Parents who adopt 1.65

a. Stepparents 1.52

q. Surrogate parents 1.28

b. Single fathers, with custody
4 1.24

c. Single fathers, without custody .99

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

3s7



TABLE 42

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

in Church/Religious Group Affiliated PEPs

In . 36)

Family Types Mean*

p. Parents of preschool-age children ,3.24

o. Parents of school-age children 1 '3.03

m. Parents of adolescents 2.50

h. Working mothers 2.30

i. -.Families with both parents working 2.27

n, First-time parents 2.18

I. Teenage parents 2.03

f. Divorced parents
,/ 2.03

d. Single mothers 2.03

g. Extended families 4 1.88

e. Separated parents 4 ,1.86

i. Parents who adopt
)

1.61

k. Poster parents 1.46

b. Single fathers with custody 1.39

a. Stepparents 1.27

c. Single fathers without custody 1.18

q. Surrogate parent families 1.06

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 . 3 4 High

3

4



F

v

(.4",

0 '

1
.

,..
TABLE 43

. Rank order of Family Types Whose Issues are-Most Commonly Addressed. '' in Private Profit- Making Associated PEPs

. . (n = 43) q

L .

Family .Types , , Mean*
.-. .

0. Parents"of school age children ------\ 3.17
. .

p. Parents oepreschool-age Children ,. 3.07

m. Parents of adolescents 3.02

)-. First-time parents .2031

\ .

h.-- Working mothers ...,, 2.22

f. . Divorced parents ' 2.21

1. Families with both parents working 2.10

d. Singlpmothers 2.07
.

. %

e. Separated parents 2.00

1. Teenage ioaren ts 1.85,
g ..

Y

k.. Foster parents 1,71

j. Parents who adopts

.1

1.68
.

g. Extended fami 1 1 es, \ 1.63

. . . .
a. Stepparents w at- 1.62

w.-

b. Single fathers with.custody ..., 1.41

c. Single fathers without Custody 1.27

*

r

q. Surrogate parent families
4

1.13 ,

, 1
.. ,

. ,

7
*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High f

. k

.

,

. *
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TABLE 44

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Cqpmonly Addressed

in Public, Non-Profit Group Associated PEPs

in =44)

Family Types

p.° Parents of preschool-age children

h. Working mothers

Families with both parents working

o. -Parents of school-age children

a. Igle mothers

1. Teenage parents

m. Parents of adolescents

t Mean*

. 1.85

2.66

2.37

2.20

2.00

1.83

1.76

g. Extended families 1.75

n. First-time parents S 1.74'
.

f. Div4rced parents 1.71

e. Separated parents 1.71

k. Foster parentt 1.56

j. Parents who adopt 1.55

q. Surrogate parenE families - 1.28

a. S4pparents .97

b. Single fathers with custody. .
.93

c. Single fathers,withoUtfustody .93'

8

*Scale:. Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

0

4111116.
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fr TABLE 45

Rank Order of Family Types Wftose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

in Hon-Associated/Strictly Local Organization PEPs

(n = 27)

tr Family Types

p. Parents of preschool-age children

o. Parents of school-age children

Single mothers

h. Iggiiing mothers

Di4orcailmrents

Fautices with both parents working-

e. Separated parents

n. First-time parents

m. Parents of adolescents

1. Teenage parents

g. Extended families

a. Stepparents

k. Foster parents

I

Jo. Parents who adopt

q. Surrogate parent families

b. Single fathers with custody

d. Single fathers without cus

4

*Scale: Ldw 0 1 '2 3 4 High

371

Mean*

3.56

2.86

2.29

2.25

2.17

2.08

2.08

1.92

1.84

1.48

1.46

1.38

1.25

1.00

.96

.87
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TABLE 46

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon By

Public School Associated PEPs

I) (n = 80)

Topics Mean*

c. Communication skills 3.36

. d. Discipline in general 3.28

nt. Parent-child home activities 3.26

-e. Behavior management 3.18

h. Self-concept and personality of children 3.01

f. Intellectual development 2.741

J. Peer influence on children 2.34

p. Nutrition and foods 2.28

o. Routine health care ... . 2.26
.

q. Children's learning disabilities 2.18
I)

u. Sibling rival ry 2.13

r. Parenting of handicapped children 2.12

k. Sex role identification 1.87

n. Effects of television on children 1.77

tw Hyperactive children 1.64

1. Sex .education 1.58

b. He management 1.55

i. Wi fe/hutband conflicts 1.48

a. Family planning 1.22

O

s. Family.advocacy 1.12

q. Bilingual education .97

*Scale:. Low 0 1 2 3

activity, never dealt with; t
if it comes up; 2 * unplanned,
activity for one time only; 4

4 High; 0 not a planned program
unplanned activity, dealt with informally s
ongoing self-help groups; 3 planned

planned, series of activities.

3 72



TABLE 47

Rank Order of Topics host Focused Upon By

Social Service Agency Associated PEPs

\ (n = 70)

Topics Mean*

e. Behavior management 3.31

h. Self-concept and personality of children 3.28

d. Discipline in general 3.26

c. Communication skills 3.24

m. Parent-child home activities 2.97

f. Intellectual development 2.68

A
u. Sibling rivalry 2.53

p. H trition and foods 2.49

o. Rou ine health care 2.43

J. Peer influence on children mr 2.40

q. Children's learning disabilities 2.34

k. Sexual role identification 2424

r. Parenting of handicapped children 2.22

t. Hyperactive children 2.09

Husband/wife conficts
a

2.03

b. Home management 2.03

1. SexeducatiOn e, 1.85

s. Family advocacy 1.82

a. Family planning 1.63

n. Effects of television on children 1.50

g. Bilingual education 1.00

*Scale: Low 0 1 .2 3- 4 High A 0

373
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TABLE 48

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon By
Church/Religious Group Associated PEPs

(n gi 36)

Topics

I,. '.

Mean*

,

, 0

c. 'Communication skills

h. Self- concept and personality of children

d. Discipline in general

e. Behavior management

m. Parent4child home activities

f. Intellectual development

u: Sibling rivalry

j. Peer influence on children

i . Wi fe/husband conflicts
. . . . VO 11

k.
.

Sexual role identification
,

'p: Nutrition and foods

0. Routine health care

1. Sex education

q. Children's learning disabilities

r. , Pareriting of handicapped children

n. Effects of television on children

' b. Home management

t. ,Hyperactive children

a. Family planning

s. Family advocacy .

g. Bilingual education

3.64

3.54

3.29

3.11

2.89

2.60

2.55

2.36

2.29

2.24

2.12

2.09

2.03

1.91

1.61

1.61

1.59

1.50

1.44

1.32

.75

r

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

374



Ogg

TABLE 49

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon By
Private, Profit-Making Organization Associated PEPs

(n= 43)

1

Topics Mean*

c. Communication skills

d. Discipline in general

e. Behavior management ,

0 h. Self-concept and personality of children

j. Peer influence on children

3.77

3.56

3.48

3.48

2.76

u._ Sibling rivalry _ 2.73

4 M. Parent-child home activities 2.64

. fe/husband conflicts 2.36

1. Home management 1.88

f. Intellectual development 4. 1.83
4

k. Sexual role identification 1.83

r. Parenting of handicapped children 1.57

t. Hyperactive children 1.37

1. Sex education 1.37

q. Children's learning disabilities 1.29
-r

n. Effects of television on children 1.29

o. Routine health care 1.10

s. Emily advocacy 1.10

p. Nutrition and foods 1.00

as Folly planning
o

.73

g. 811 ngual education
4 .44

' .41

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 HA

375



TABLE 50

Rank Ord4r of Topics Most Focused Upon By
Public, iNon-Profit Group Associated PEPs

( n 44)

Topics Mean*

d. Discipline in general 3.00

h. Self- concept and personal ity of children 3.00

e. Behavior management 2.86

m. Parent-child home activities 2.83

c. Caomunicati on skills 2.77

p. Nutrition and sods 2.70
_ .

f. intellectual development 2.54

o. Routine heal th care 2.51

3. Peer influence on children 2.29

u. Sibling rivalry 2.

r. Parenting of handicapped children 2.11

q. Children's learning disabilities 2.10

t. Hyperactive children 2.00

k. Sexual role identification 1.86

b. Han management 1.69

$ n. Effects of television on children 1.68

1. Sex education 1.63

a. Family planning 1.58.

i . Wife /husband conflicts 1.43

s. Family advocacy 1.24

g. Bilingual education' 1.20

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 A High

373
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TABLE 51

Rank der of Topics Most Focused Upon By

'ion -Also

r
ate& Strictly Local Organization PEPs

(n * 27)

Topics Mean*

c. Communication skills 3.52

h.' Self-concept and personality of children 3.42

d. Discipline in general 3.42

e. Behavior*management A 3.31

m. Parent-child home activities 3.27

_ J. Peer influence on children 2.92

f. Intellectual development 2.76

u. Sibling rival ry 2.64

j. , )4ife4hobansi copflicts 2..60

k. Sexual role identification 2.48

o. Routine health care 2.39

p. Nutrition and foots 2.39

I. Sex education- 1.96

q. Children's learning disabilities 1.96

r. Parenting of handicapped children 1.88 .\

b. Home management 1.81

t. Hyperactive children 1.72

s. Family advocacy 1.68

n. Effects of television on children 1.64

a. Family planning 1.23

g. Bilingual education .54

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 3 1,7 High

5.



TABLE 52
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR ARKANSAS PEPs (N=35)

1.

Characteristics

Response Percentage

Yes No

Program Organizational Structure

b.. Program operating within larger

organization 62.9(22) 20.0(7)

a. Independent program with own staff

c. Grass roots organization with little

37.1(13) 37.1(13)

bureaucratic structure 17.1(6) 51.4(18)

2. Program funding

a. Mostly federal 54.3(19) 20.0(7)

c. State 34.3(12) 25.7(9)

' b. Local, community-based 28.6(10) 25.7(9)

e. Based 'primarily on client fees 14.3(5) 40.0(14)

d. Highly dependent upon donations 8.6(3) 40.0(14)

4, Directed Toward Specific Target Group 68.6(24), 28.6(10)

5. Program Activities

a. Planned class meetings on specific

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between

57.1(20) 22.9(8)

parents and staff 45.7(16) 22.9(8)

b. Regular meetings with changing topics 42.9(15) 34.3(12)

c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 25.7(9) 40.0(14)

6. Courses Offered

a. Number of courses offered at once: (r4.7 = 3.000)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: CZ = 5.652)

c. Length of average class meeting: (-x- = 108.000)

3.7,;



7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders

e. Most are professionals in child develop-

a

ment, social work, psychology, etc. 65.7(23) 17.1(6)

b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 40.0(14) 31.4(11)

a. Most are trained lay persons 31.4(11) 51.4(18)

Most are trained nurses 2.9(1) 57.1(20)

d. Most are full-time 48.6(17) 22.9(8)

c. Most are part-time 20.0(7) 45.7(16)

8. Payment.of Fees for Courses 17.1(6) 77.1(27)

10. Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of course 68.6(24) 17.1(6)

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 45.7(16) 28.6(10)

f. Evaluation at instructor discretion

g. Follow-up written evaluation several

37.1(13) 31.4(V

weeks after course is over 14.3(5) 48.6(17)

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation 51.4(18) 25.7(9)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation 34.3(12) 34.3(12)

b. No time for program evaluation 14.3(5) 48.6(17)

c. No money for evaluation 22.9(8) 40.0(14)

t

1.

1`.

37j
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TABLE 53
.DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS. FOR LOUISIANA PEPs (N =31)

1.

Characteristics

Response Percentage'

' Yes No

Program Organizational Structure

b. Program operating within larger
organization 64.5(20) 25.8(8)

a. Independent program with own staff

c. Grass roots organization with little

25.8(8) 51.6(16)

Fureaucratic structure 22.6(1 48.4(15)

2. Program Funding

b. Local, community-based 45.2(14) 19.4(6)

c. State 41.9(13) 32.3(10)

e. Based primarily on client fees 22.6(7) 41.9(13)

a. Mostly federal 19.4(6) 45.2(14)

d. Highly dependent upon donations 19.4(6) 38.7(12)

4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 32.3(10) 67.7(21)

5. Program Activities

a. Planned class meetings on specifiC

topics

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between

67.7(21) 19.4(6)

parents'and staff 41.9(13) 41.9(13

b. Regular meetings with changing topics 29.0(9) 48.4(15)

c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 29.0(9) 45.2(14)

6. Courses Offered

a: Number of courses offered at once: CZ = 2.154)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: CZ = 5.679)

c. Length of average clas*s meeting: (7 . 143.333)



NO.

7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders

e. Most are professionals in child develop-
ment, social work, psychology, etc. 71.0(22) 19.4(6)

b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 48.4(15) 38.7(12)

a. Most are trained lay persons 25.8(8) 48.4(15)

f. Most are trained nurses 9.7(3) 58.1(18)

c. Most are part-time 38.7(12) 29.0(9)

d. Most are full-time 22.6(7) 38.7(12)

8. Payment of Fees for Courses 38.7(12) 58.1(18)

10. 'Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of worse 71.0(22) 16.1(5)

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 61'.3(19) 19.4(6)

f.

g.

Evaluation at instructor discretion

Follow-up written evaluation several

25.8(8) 48.4(15)

\Sweeks after course is over 16.1(5) 8.1(18)

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation 35.5(11) 41.9(13)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation 29.0(9) 41.9(13)

b. No time for program evaluation 12.9(4) 58.1(18)

c. No motley for evaluation 19.4(6) 48.4(15)



TABLE 54

OESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR MISSISSIPPI PEPs (N=24)

Response Percentage

* 2. Program Funding

a. Mostly federal

c. State

b. Local, community-based

Characteristics
Yes No

1. Program Organizational Structure

b. Program operating within larger

organization 75.0(18)

a. Independent program with own 'staff 25.0(6)

c. Grass roots organization with little'

bureaucratic structure 8.3(2)

d. Highly dependent upon donations
. . .

e. Rased primarily on client fees

4. Oiredted Toward Specific Target Group

5. Program Activities

b. Regular Meetings with changing topics 62.5(15)

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between
parents and staff 50.0(12)

a. Planned class meetings on specific*

topics 37.5(9),

c. Peilodic meetings with dbanging topics 25.0(6)

4t.8(11)

37.5(9)

33.3(8)

16.7(4)
b

12.5(3)

83.3(20)

6. Courses Offered

16.7(4)

41.7(10)

50.0(12)

25.0(6)

37.5(9)

25.0(6)

,37.15(9)

45.8(11)

16.7(4)

16.7(4)

20.8(5)

33.3(8) .

41.7(10)

00

a. Number of courses offered at once: CZ = 2.682)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (7 = 5.333)

.

c.' Length of average class meeting: GC = 90.000)



7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders

b. MOst'have Master's or PhD. degreei

et Most are professionals in child develop-
ment, social Work, psychology, etc.

f. Most are trained nurses

a. Most are trained lay persons

d. Most are full -time-

c., Most'are part-time

8.. Payment orFees for Courses
S

10. 'Program Evaluation

d? Informal evaluation.at end of course

f. E1valuation at instructor,discretion

Standard evaluation form at end of course

g. ,Follow-up written evaluation several

weeks after course is over

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation

a. Staff not trained in evaluatiop

b. No time for program evaluation

c. No money for evaluation j

.

A

66.7(16) 16.7(4)

62.5(15) 16.7(4)

62.5(15) 37.5(9)

25.0(6) 41:7(10)

58.3(14) 12.5(3)

12.d(3) 45.8(11)

25.0(6) 70.8(17)

79.2(19) 8.3(2),

62.5(15) 20.8(5)

54.2(13) 37.5(9)

25.0(6) 58.3(14)

54.2(13) 29.2(i)

16.7(4) 62.5(15)

12.5(3) 66.7(16)

20.8(5) 62.5(15)

a

3S3

a

1



%

TABLE 55 d
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISITCS FOR NEW MEXICO

,PEPS (n=20)

1.

Response Percentage

Charact ristics Yes. No

30.d(6)

50.0(10

60.0(12)

Program 0 anizational Structure

b. Program operating within larger

organization ' 55.0(11)
4

i. Independent program with own staff 35.0(7)

c. Grass roots organization with little

bureaucratic'structure 10.0(2)

.2: Program Funding

a. Mostly Federal 65.$(13) 15.0(3)

e. Based primarily on client fees 40.0(8) \25,0(5)
t

c. State 35.0(7 35.0(7)

b. Local, community-based 15.0( ) 40.0(8)

A: Highly dependent upon donations 5.0(1) 45.0(9)

4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 50.0(10 59.0(10)

5. Program Activities

a. Planned class meetings on specific

topics 75.0(15) 10.0(2)

b. Regular meetings with changing topics 40.0(8)

d. Happens on one-to-ode basis between

40.0(8)

parents.and staff\ 20.0(4) 65.0(13)

14 c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 20.0(4) 65.0(13)

6. Courses Offered

a. Number of courses offered at once: = 2.063)

b. Average nugAer of class meetings for courses offered: = 6.563)

c. Length of average class meeting; = 130.588)

we)
r

391
.r
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5

7. Staffinstructors/Group Leaders3
,

e. Most are professionals' in child develop-
merit, social work, psychology, etc. 60.0(12) 15.0(3)

b. Most have Haste* or Ph.D. degiTes 55.0(11) 30.0(6)

a. Most are #ained4lay persons 30.0(6) 40,0(8)

f. Most arq irainednurses' 5.0(1) 60.0(12)

d. Most are iu1T-time 50.0(10) 30.0(6)

c. Most are part-time 30.0(6)- 40.0(8)

8. Payment of Feekfor Courses 30.0(6) 55.0(11)

Program*Evaluation410.

Inforinal evaluation at end of course 85,0417) 15.0(3)

e. Standard evaluation form at end of aurse 60.0(12) 25.0(5)

f. Evaluation at instructor discretion

g. Follow-up written evaluation *several

50.0(10) 35.0(7)

weeks after course is over 10.0(2) 65.0(13)

h. Funding requir6s some form of evaluation 50.0(10) 35.0(7)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation 25.0(5) 60.0(12)

c. No money for evaluation 45.0(9) 40.0(8)

b.ho time for p'rogram evaluation 25.0(5) 60.0(12)

I

Ts.

It

385
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TABLE 56
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR OKLAHOMA

PEPs (n=33)

Characteristics

1.

4[44..

Response Percentage

t Yes ,v No.

Program Organizational Structu

b. Program operating within lager,
organization 57.6(19) 38.2(6)

A

a. Independent program with own staff

c. Grass roots organization with little

27.3(9) '51.5(17)

. bureaucratic structure 9.1(3) 54.5(18)

2. Program Funding,

b. Local, community-based . 30.3(10) 30.3(10)

c. State 27.3(9) 33.3(11)

e. (Wed primarily on client fees '27.3(9) 30.4110)

a. Mostly Federal 24.2(8) 33.3(11)

d. Highly dependent upon donations 18,2(0. 39.4(13)

S
4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 24.2(8) 75.8(25)

5. Program Activities

a. Planned class meetings on specific
topics

d. slappens on one-to...one basis between

63.6(21) - 18.2(Q

parents and staff 45.5(15) -27.3(9)

b'. Regular meetings with changing topics 39.4(13) 36.4(12)

c. "Periodic meetings with changing topics 2.12(72 39.4(13)

6. Courses.Offered

a. Number of courses offered at once: (7 = 2.115)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (i = 6.107)

c. Length of average class meeting! = 124.828)

1

36c

;4.



7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaklers

e. Most are professionals in child develop-
, 4 ment,social_titorki_psyc/talogy, etc.

4. Most have Master's orp,O.D.Aegreei 51.5(17) .

a, Most are trained lay persons . 21.21)

f.ri most areAvined nurses' 6.1(2)

d: Most are full-time 45.5(15)

c. Most are part-time 24.2(8)

8. Payment of Fees for Courses 54.5(18)

_ 4
10. Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of course 66.1(22)

4*

f. Evaluation. at instructor discretion 51.5(17)
r

e. Standard 'evaluation form at end of course 42.4(14)

4.
g. Follow-up written evaluatio'n several .

weeks afar course over \ 3.1(3) 72.7(24)
.

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation 30.3(10) 51.5(17)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation z
21.2(7), '57.6(19)

\ % ,

c. No Mbney for evaluation 24.2(8) 54.5(18),

b. No time for program evaluation .18.2(6) 60.6(24)

9.1(3)

21.(2(7)

42.4(14)

54.5'08)'

18.216).

36..4(12)

42.4(14)

18.2(61

33.3(11)

39.4(13)

A

387



TABLE 57
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR

PEPS (n=661'

TEXAS

1

Response PercentageI

Characteristics Yes Ng

1. Program Organizational Structure

b. Program operating within larger
&organization 59.1(39) 28.8(19)

a. Independent program with own staff 25.8(17) . 54.5(36)

,

c. Grass roots organizat4o0 with little
0

bureaucratic structure., t 18.2(12) 56.1(37)

2. Program Funding
J

a. Mostly Federal- 43.9(29) 31.8(21)

b. Local, communityrOsed 31.8(21) 39:4(26)

c. State . 24.2(16.,kic 43.9(29)

A. Based primarily on client fees 18.2(12) 51.5(34)

d. Highly dependent upon donations 9.1(6) 51.5(34).

4., Dire&ted Toward Specific Target 'Group 53.0(35) 42.4(28)

-A 5. Program Activities

a., Planned class meetings on specific
topics 66.6(40) 22.7(15)

d. Happens tn one-to-pne basis between
1 parents and staff .

56.1(37) 25.8(17)

Regular meetings with changing topicsb.

.

42.4(28) p 30.3(2'0)

c. Periodic meetiAs with changing topics '22.7(15) 43.9(29)

6. courses Offered

,a.' Number of courses offered 'at once: (7 = 2.392)

b.' Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (7( = 5.204)

c.- Length of average class meoting:p 114.035)

39,
4..



7.

n

8.

10.

Staff Instructors/Group Leaders

e. 'Most are professionals in child develop-
---mentrsoc-ial worky-psychology, etc.

b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees

a. Most are trained lay persons

69.7(46)

.

36.4(24)

21.2N).

15.2(10)--

40.9(27)

57.6(38)

f. Most are trained nurses $ 4.5(3) 68.2(45)

d. Most are fullztime 48:5(32) 27.3(18)

c. Most are part-time 24.2(16) 50.0(33)

Payment of Fees for Courses 28.8(19) 65.2(43)

Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of course -' 72.(48) 10.6(7)

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 50.0733) 36.4(24)

f. Evaluation at instructor discretion

g. Follow-up written evaluation_several
weeks after course is over fr"-

33.3(22)

19 ;7(13)

45.5(30)

54.5(36)

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation- 42.4(28) 40:9(27)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation 22.7(15). 54.5(36) \/

c. No money for evaluation 22.7(15) 5-1):5(34)

0

b. No time for program evaluation j 21.2(14)* 53.0(35)
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. TABLE 58

. DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PUBLIC
SCHOOL ASSOCIATED 11EPs (N=80)

r 4

Respon4 Percentage

No. Characteristics Yes

1. Program Organizational'Structure

b. Program operati within larger

A
organization

y.

a. Independent pr gram with own staff

c. Grass roots organization with little
bureaucratic structure

2. 'Pr:ogram Funding

a. Mostly federal

70.0(56)

21.2(17)

16.2(13)

55.0(44)

c. State 35.0(28) .

b. Local, community- based' 26.2(21)

e. Based primarily on client fees 15.0(12)

d. Highly dependent upon donations 8.8(7).

'4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 62.5(50)

5. Program Activities

Planned class meetings on specific

topics

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between
parents and staff

57.5(46)

52.5(42)

b. Regular meetings with changing topics 46.2(37)

c. Periodic meetings with changing topics '26.2(21)

6. Courses Offered

a. Number of.courses offered at once: CZ = 2.525)

22.5(1.8)

60.0(48)

56.3(.45)

J
23.8(19)

38.7(31)

35.0(28)

51.3(41)

51.3(41)

37.5(30)

27.5(22)

28.8(23)

30.0(24)

43.8(35)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (i = 5.100).

c. Length of average class meeting: CZ = 103.939)

3r...rj
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4' 4

7. Staff Instructor's/Group Leaders

e. .Most are professionals'dn child

-.=-----clevel opitreirttterlrricT-psy-ehol-ogy,--- *

etc.
r 63.8(51)

of
- )

b. Most have-Master's or Ph.D. degrees 57.5(46)

17.5(14)
rc

27.5(23)

a. kosvare trained lay persons 26.2(2 ) 53.7(43)

f. MOst are trained nurses 8.8(7) 62.5(50)

d: Most are full-time 51.3(41) 21:2(,17)

c. Most are part-time
\ 20.0(16) 8.7(39)

i'8.
78.7(63)FeesPayment of Fees for Courses ,

18.8(15) .

10. Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of course

e. Standdrd evaluation form at end of course

f. .Evaluation at instructor discretion

f. Follow-up written evaluation several
weeks after 'course is over

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation

al Staff not trained ih evaluation
,..._

0

b. `'Ho time for program evaluation

/c. 11(6 money for evaluation,

'331

75.0(60)

57.5(46)

42.5(34)

27:5(2g)

58.7(47)

28.8(23)

22.5(18)

26.2(21)

15.0(12)

27.5(22)

S7.5(30).

48.7(39).

23.8(19)

46.2(37)

51.3(41)

47.5(38)



TABLE 59

DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR SOCIAL"
SERVICE AGENCY ASSOCIATED PEPs (n=70)

4

Characteristics

- 1. Program Organizational Structure

b. Program operating within larger

organization

a. Independent program with own staff

c. Grass roots organization with little

bureaucratic structure

'Rsponse Percentage

Yes No

72.9(51)

27.1(19)

5.7(4)

AP

17.1(12)

50_0(36)

mor

62.9(44)

2. Program Funding

a, .Mostly Faleral . 50.0(35) 25.7(18)

c. State 40.0(28) 32.9(23)

b. Local, community-based 34.3(24) 28.6(20)

e. Based primarily on client fees '17.1(12) . 45.7(32)

d. _Highly dependent upon donations 1(14(8) 42%9(30)

4. Directed-Toward Specific Target Group 57.1140) 40.0(28)

5. Program Activities
. m.

1

'A. Hap-pens on one-to-one basis between
e

_ parents and staff 62.9(44) 21'.4(15)

a. Planned class meetings on specific

topics

b. Regular meetings with changing topics

c
c. Periodic meetings with chaning topics

6. Courses Offered

58.6(41)

47.1(33)
4

21.4(15)

22.9(16)

27.1(19)

41..4(29).

a. NuMber of courses offered at once: (ZL- 2.473)
t

.

_J

b. Avbrage number of class meetings for courses offered: (x = 5.246)
. .

c. Length of average class meetin8:04 = 115.000)
kiti;
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.7. StaffihstrUctors/Group Leaders

e. Most are professionals in child develbp-
_

ment7-suctal-work, psycholo§y,-etc. 78.6(55)

b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 51.4(36)

a. Most aretrained lay persons 22.9(16)

d. Most are full-time , 54.3(38)

,..

f. Most are trained nurses 7.1(5)

cf Mo6 are part-time 24.3(17)

- '8. Payment of Fees for Courriti 31.4(22)

410. Program Evaluation

d. 'Informal-evaluation at end of course 68.6(48)

f. EyaluatioeCat,insfructOr disc ti 54.3(38)

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course '51.4(6)

g. Follow-up written evaluation several

/ weeks after course is over 11.4(8)

h. Funding requires tome form of evaluation 45.7(32)

a. 'Staff'not trained in evaluation 25.7(18)

b. No timil,for program evaluatlort 24.3(17)

c. No money for evaluation 31.4(22)

.41
4

0

393
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8.6(6)-

28.6(20)

50.0(35)

22.9(16)

:02.09((.4320)

61.4(43)

18.6(13)

30.0(21)

35.7(25)

67.1(47)

37.1(26)

57.1(40)

55.7(39)

48.6(34)

1



TABLE 60
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS-FOR CHURCH OR RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION

)$SOCIATED PEPs (n=36)

.-1
i.-..

.

Response Percentage

Characteristics .. Yes No

,

1. Program Organizational Structure
I

b., Program operating within larger,
organization., 61.1(22)- 27.8(10)

a. Independent program with own staff 33%3(12)

c. Grass roots organization with little

50.0(18)

bureaucratit structure 30.6(11) 44.4(16)'

2. 'Program.Fundig

le. Based primarily on client fees 44.4(16) 27/.8(10)

1

b. Local, community-based 30.6(11) 334:3(12)

I '
\

a. Mostly Federal 25.d(9) . 41.7(15)

c. State 25.0(9)
.

38.9(14)

.d. Aighly dependent upon donations 13.9(5) 47.207)
A

4. Directed-Toward Spg0fiC Target Imp 36.114 63.9(23)

5. togram Activities

Planned class meetings,op specific

topics 80.6(29)

d. Happenslon one-to-one basis between

8.3(3)

rparents and staff 50.0(38) ' 30.6(11)
A

b. Regular meetings,withichanging topics 33.3(12) 41.701154

c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 30.6(11) 44.4(16)

6. Courses Offered

a. Numberof courses offered at, once': (-x-= 2:267)

, p
b. ,Average nutter of class meetings for courses offered: 7 = 6.152)

c, Length of average class meeting: (7= 135.455)

3 DI

0-



vrt

%1

7. /Staff instructors/Group Leaderi""

e. Most are professionals..in child develop-
.

ment, social work, psychology, etc. 55.6(20) .25.0(9)

a. Most are trained laypersons 41.7(15) 36.1(13)

b. Most have MAter's or Ph.0:.digrees 38.9(14) 41.7(15)

1

c. Most 4re part-time,
4.

f. Most are trained nurses

d. Moit are full -time

8. Payment of Fees for Courses

10. Program Evaluation

d. rnformal evaluation at end of course

-.'52.8(19) 25.0(9)

5.6(2) /66.7(24)

30.6(11) )( 44.4(16)

47.2(17) 47:2(17)

. Standard evaluation form at end of coarse
,..1>

. Evaluation %instructor disiretion

i'

g. FolObw-up written evaluation several -,

weeks after course is over
, 16.7(6) 058.3(21)

h. Funding reqtes some form of evaluation

66.7(24)

66.7(24)

44.4(16)

16.7(6)

16.7(6)

36.106)

. a. Staff not trained in evaluation

b. No 'time for program evaluation

c. No money for evaluation

t 395
T

"36.1(13)

22:2(8)

16,7(6)

36.1(13)

44.4(16)

-50.0(18)

52.8(19)

44.4(16)
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TABLE 61'

DESCRIPTION6OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PEPs
ASSOCIATED WITH PRIVATE, PROFIT-MAKING GROUPS (n=43)

1.

Characteristics),

lespon4 Percentage

Yes No

44.2(19

37.2(16)
. ).

'Program Organizational Structure

a. Independent program with own staff

b. Program operating within larger
organization

c. Grass roots organization with little

,, 37.2(16)

37.2(16)

bureaucratic structure 23.3(10) 48.8(21)

0
.

2. Program Furiding .

e., Based primirily on client fees 62.8(27) 25.6(11)

c. State. 25.6(11) 34.9(15)

b. Local, community-based 23.3(10) 39.5(17)

a. Mostly Federal 16.3(7) 46.5(20)

d. Highly upon donations 4.7(2) 55:8(24)

4. Directed.Toward Specific Target Group 23.3(10) 76,7(33)

4
5. Program les

Plating ass meetings on specific

1
topics

1,4

d. Happens on one-to-de basis between

90.7(39) 4.7(2)

parents and staff 34.9(15) 41.9(18)

b. Regular meptings with changing topics 23.3(10) 46.5(20)

c, Periodft meetings with changing topics 16.3(7) '--\55.8(24)

6. Courses Offered

a, Number of courses offered at once: (ii= 2.026)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (X- = 7.268)

c. Length of average class meeting:. (i = 156.585)



7: Staff Instructors /Group Leaders

e. Most are professionals in child develop-
ment, social wotk, psychology, etc.

b. Most haye,Masster' r Ph.D. degrees

67,4(29) 14.0(6)

' 41.9(18) 2,7.9(12)

a. Most 9f tr ned.lay persons > 30.2(13) 37.2(16)

f. Most are trained nurses 4.7(2) 55,8(24).

39.5(17)C. Most are part-time 20.9(9)

a. Most ae.", full-time 20.9(9) 37(2(16)

8. Payment of Is f or Courses 20.9(9)74.4(32)

10. Program Evaluation-

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 72.1(31) 11.6(5)

O. Informal evaluation at end of course 9.3(1)69.8(30)

f
'10

Evaluation at instructor discretion 39.5(17) 39.5(17)

g. Follow-up written evaluat ion several
62.8(27)esweeks after course is over 9.3(4)

. h. Funding requires some form of evaluation 25.6(11) 51.2(22)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation 25.6(11) 46.5(20)

b. No time for pi-ogram evaluation 18.6(8) 53.5(23)

c. No money for evaluation 25.6(11) 46.5(20)
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. TABLE 62
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PEPs

ASSOWTED WITH ,PUBLIC, NONPROFIT,GROUPS (41=43)

Characthristics

I\ Program Organizaiional Structure

b. Rrogram operating within larger
organilation 79.5(35)

4

Response Percentage ,

Yes No

a.' .Independent program with own staff *27.3(12)

c. Grasi roots organization with little

bureaucratic structure

2. Program Funding

a. Mostly Federal

b. Local, community-based

c. State'

d. Highly dependent upon donations.

e. Based primarily on client fees

4. Directed Toward SOecIic Target Group

5. Srogram Activities
*

a. Planned class meetings on specific

topics_

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between
parents and staff

b. Regular meetings with changing topics

c. Periodic meetings with changing topics

6. Courses Offered
4

13.6(6)

47.7(21)

45.5(20)

40: 9(18)

20.5(9)

15.9(7)

54.5(24)

4F

6.8(3)

56.8(25)

59.1(26)

29.5(13)

29.5(13)

36.4(16)

40.9(18)

54.5(24)

43.2(19)

69.1(26) 29:5(13)

52.3(23 31.8(14)

40.9(18) 40.9(18)

38.6(17) 36.4(1'6)

a, Number of courses offe'red at'once: (X . 2.194)

.

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (i = 4.895)

t. 'Length of average class meeting: (i = 117.763)

393



7.'IStaff instructbrs/Group Leaders

e. Most are professionals in child,develop-
ment, social work, psychology, etc. 68.2(30) 18.2(8)

b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 40.9(18) 47.7(21)

a.7 Most are trained lay persons 31.8(14) 47.7(21)

d.- Most are full-time "% 54.5(24) 29.5(13)

f.; Most are trained nurses 15.9(7) 61.4(27)

c. Most are part-time 27.3(12) 54.5(24)

8: Payment of Fees for Courses 22.7(10) 72.7(32)

10. Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of'course 75.0(33) 15.9(7)

f, Evaluation at instructor discretion 56.8(25) 34.1(15) ,

e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 40.9(18) 506(22)

h. Funding requ'ires some form of evaluation

lk

.,50.0(22) 40.9(18)

a. Staff not trained in evaluation 27.3(12) 54.5(24)

b. No time for program evaluation 27.3(12) 56.8(25)

c. No money for evaluation 31.8(14) 50.0(22)

4 .

.4
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TABLE 63
. DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PEPs

ASiOCIATED.WITIA0 ASSOCIATLON, STRICTLY LOCAL ORGANIZATION (n-27)

,

.

Response Percentage,

Characteristics Yes, No
4

1. Program Organizational Structure

a. Independent program within larger

organization q66.,7(18) 25.9(7)

c. Grass roots organization with little

bureaucratic structure 37.0(10) 44.4(12)

,

b. Program operating within larger

organization 29.6(8) 51.9(14)

2. Program Funding

/b. Local, community-based 48.1(13) 25.90 )

a. 'Mostly Federal 44.4(12) 37.0(10)

c. State 33.3(9) 33.3(9)

e. Based primarily on client fees 29.6(8) 37.0(10)

d. Highly dependent upon donations 22.2(6) 40.7(11)

4. Difected Toward Specific'Target Group 66.7(18) 33.3(9)

5. Program Activities

d. Happens on one -to -one basis between

parents and staff

a. Planned class meetygs on. specific

topics

b: kegular meetingith changing topics

c. Periodic meetingS with changing topics

6. Courses 'f

63.0(17) 18.5(5)

48.1(13) 25.9(7)

37.0(10) 33.3(9)

22.2(6) 40.7(11)

,

a. Number of courses offered at once: (7 = 2.889)

estakAt

b. ,Average number of class meetings for etWges offered: CZ = 5.167)

c. Length of average clas's meeting: CZ = 124.500)

400

a



7.

ir

Staff rnstractors /Group Leaders

e. Most are professionals child develop-

ment, social work,.psychology, etc;
*

51.9(14) 22.2(6),

b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 48.1(13) ' 33.3(9)

a. Most are trained lay pet-sits 25.9(7) 5U(14)

'f. Most are trained nurses 11.8(7) 55.6(15)

c. Most are part-time 37.0(10) /9.6(8)

d. Most are full-time 37.0(10) 40.7(11)

8. Payment of Fees for Courses 22.2(6) - 55.6(15)

10. Program Evaluation

d. Jnformal evaluation at end of course , 77.8(21) 11.1(3)

f. Evaluation at instructor discretion 37..0(10) 44.4(12)

e. Standard evalktionpfbrm at end of course 29./6(8) 5r.9(14)11

9. Follow-up written evaluation several

weeks
*
after course is over 3.7(1) 81.5(22)

h. Funding requires some foi-m of evaluation s 40.7(11) 48.1(13)

a. itiff not trained in evaluation 14.8(4) 63,0(17)

b. No time for program evaluation 18.5(5) ' 59.3(16)

c. No money for evaluation 25.9(7) 51.9(14)

. ;

I

f

4

;

4U1
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